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A.SS0CIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRA^iaES 
Minutes of the 88th Meeting 



Virginia P. Whitney, presiding 

The Eighty-eight Meeting of the Association of Rosearch LibTaries was 
held at the Washington Plaza Hotel in Seattle, Washington on May 6-7, 1976 

President Virginia Whitney opened the meeting by tvelcoming and intro= 
ducing new and alternate representatives attending their first ARL meeting 
and guests of the Association. 

President Wiitney then discussed the theme of the program: '^Research 
Libraries and Cooperative Systems*'* 
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TRENDS IN LIBRARY NEWORKS 



Susan K. Martin 



Introduction 



VIRGINIA WHITNEY- The title of the conference prograni is "Research Libraries 
and Cooperative Systems." This is a follow-up to our prograin theme of last 
yeaT» "National Perspectiws for ARL Libraries." Llbxar)^ s/stems have been 
variously called consortia, cooperatives, and sometimes netv^orks, All have 
the same or similar goal of enhancing the ability of an individual library 
bv its joining with one or more other libraries or institutions devoted to 
infoL-matlon transfer, to increase its capacity to serve its own users. 

Last Fall, in setting the scene for the splendid program which the 
Library of Congress and NiLliam Welsh put on for us at our meeting, Warren 
Haas in his opening address gave a history of the relationship of ARL and LC. 
He stated what he believes will be required in the future. He said this 
country needs a comprehensive system for the bibliographic control of all 
recorded information. It needs assured access to- required information. It 
needs imaginative use of technology that now seeins capable of making a 
dramatic transfer possible, and finally, it needs the assurance of the pro- 
duction of new systems with related special staffs being maintained and 
developed; because withoiit this assurance, the importance of all of our other 
efforts is degraded. 

Certainly this is a statement to which we all subscribe, but we have 
been going about enhancing our ability to serve our own client groups m a 
variety of ways. In an effort to give you an overview of what many of 
these different systems have become or how they are being u^ed, we have 
invited Ms. Susan Martin, who is the head of the Library Systems Office at 
the University of California at Berkeley. Ms. Martin was graduated from 
Tufts University and received a library degree from Simmons. She is prob 
ably well known to you as the editor of the Journal of Library Automation. 
She has extensive knowledge on the topic, and has written extensively. She 
has generously accepted our invitation today to share this knowledge witli 
us this ffiorning. 



SUSAilN mSlIN: I am delighted to be able to join you and share with you some 
of mf thoughts on automated networks for libraries. I would like to start 
with a comple of afterthoughts, as a matter of fact. One of them is that a 
couple c-f weeks ago. I started worrying about the title of the talk: "Trends 
in LibTa-ry Networks" sounds like there is a possibility that I am going to 
cover all trends in library networks. I just wanted to make it very expUcit 
that there is no way that anyone can cover these trends in library hetworks, 
except with perhaps a list of things that are happening, in a half hour or 
45 minutes. 
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The other afterthought is something that Virginia Whitney xeferxed to, 
At the last meetings where ther© was cDnsiderable discussion of the Library 
of Congress and its prograios, there was some discussion of national biblio- 
graphic control and its effect nationwide, I am not going to refer very" 
much to the Library of Congress in my paper. However, that does not mean 
that I am not aware that the Library of Congress forms a very important part 
of the national net^vork scene. 

I thought you might be interested to learn what kind of participation you, 
the ARL libraries J have in on-line networks, so I conducted a little survey 
with the assistance of Jeffrey Gardner to identify what ARL libraries are 
doing in on-line processing networks, and I followed it up with an overview 
of what was happening in on-line data base and reference services. It turns 
out that approxiTnately 80 psrcent of the ARL libraries are involved in some 
kind of on-line processing systems. These are not all networks. Some of 
them (for instance, the University of Chicago) are single institution on-line 
processing systeins , I was suprised^ as was Mr. Gardner^ that the nuniber is so 
high. In addition J the Lockheed Corporation, although not revealing to ma 
the names of custoiiiers, had told me that of the list of ARL libraries, 50 to 
60 percent of you are customers of the Lockheed Information Service, I have 
not gotten the same information froiL the System Development Corporation, but 
that is probably a good thing, because if I had two percentage figures, I 
would not know what to do with them. 

I have also received from the National Library of Medicine figures that 
indicate somewhere around 85 percent of ARL libraries benefit either directly 
or indirectly from on-line services. The reason that I can not be a little 
more specific about that is that I had to niake educated guesses about the 
participation of ARL libraries in the regional medical centers, As a group, 
then, you are far from being strangers to networks and on-line systenis , and 
there is no need for a discussion of the general effect of computer technology 
on an academic library, I had considered a handout which listed some of the 
major networks but this is a rather difficult thing to put together, I want 
to call your attention to two publications that exist. One is the System 
Development Corporation's Directory o f Academic Library Consortia ^ which has 
just come out in its second" edition. The information that it presents is 
quite good. The indexing is well done. It is, of course, like an>^ hard 
copy publication, somewhat obsolete at the moment of its publication, so it 
has that slight deficiency. The other publication is ona that is published 
by Knowledge Industries Corporation. It is entitled Library Networks 1974-75. 
The first edition was published last year, and there will' be another edition 
published this year. 

l^e will need a definition of ^'network." In a paper given at^ an institute 
on networks about a year ago, Brett Butler presented a definition which applies 
to the types of networks I am going to focus on. He said that these networks 
are dependent organizations and systems providing duplex digital distribution* 
In other words, the networks are cooperative efforts which use interactive 
computer systems to generate services and products, Mr. Butler made another 
distinction which we should be aware of before proceeding further- he defined 



a network organization as being distinct from a network resource. The _ 
administrative unit known as NELINET. for example, is a network organization; 
it uses the OCLC computer system as its major network resource. OCLC is both 
an OTgai ization and a resouTce. hut the two facets of its existence can to a 
certain extent be identified and separated. Usually when you discuss a net- 
work you do not need to go into this kind of differentiation , but sometimes 
it can be quite useful. 

Of the several types of networks, the one which most conmioiily comes to 
mind when we think about library networks is the proctssin« network, of which 
the Ohio College Librarv Center is the largest, oldest and by some terms of 
definition, still the only one in the country. Libmry processing can be 
assisted bv a computerized network as easily as by an on-site locally con- 
trolled computer. However, certain benefits accrue from shared processing, 
and thus far these benefits are being heavily stressed in terms of priorities 
for further network development. 

A second type of network provides data base services. A.n outstanding 
example is the MEDLINE systeim and its offshoots developed by the National 
Library of Medicine. The data base networks are a little more confusing than 
the processing networks, both administratively and organizationally. Some axe 
cooperative arrangements; the Northeast Academic Science Infoxniation Center, 
or M4SIC was a project of a cooperative organization and was established to 
act as a broker for inforTnation services to academic libTaries. The best known 
suppliers of data base services are commercial firms, however; the System 
Development Corporation and Lockheed offer access to multiple data bases and 
a large number of data base producers provide services for their own products. 
Here we no longer retain the "dependent" or cooperative, aspect of our 
original definition, but the systems are still interactive and computer-based. 

A third category of arrangement, commercial services, certainly cannot 
be as' easily described as a type of network but it does share many character- 
istics with the processing and data base networks just mentioned. Vendors 
ofi'er a wide variety of services and products: these can be batch mode or 
on-line- they ars often deper ' mt on shared data, with the MARC data base 
forming the nucleus; and some firms maintain their custDiners' machine-readable 
files To give vou an example of the links which are beginning to be made: 
the University of Texas at Dallas, an OCLC user, receives its bibliographic 
data on magnetic type [I am not sure whether it is weekly or less often but 
it does receive the data on tape from OCLC). it sends the tape to Blackwell 
North America, where its master catalog file is updated and a microfiche 
catalog produced at intervals. It does not take a vivid imagination to 
visualize a direct connection, or direct communication of the data between 
OCLC in Columbus, Ohio, and Blackwell North America, in Portland, Oregon. 

I would like to turn now to the topic of applicability of networks to 
library functions. The scope of library networking has considerable impli= 
cations for national and international network planning. Almost anything 
can be automated if enough economic resources can be invested m the develop- 
ment and maintenance of the system. Libraries, as we kno« hov?ever, are not 
high on the list of priorities for inve«r...ent of funds, and network develop^ 
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ment should incorporate a strategy of "getting the most for one's money," by 
using a pragmatic approach toward the selection of network applications. 

The functions which are best embedded in a computerized network, since 
they used the communications and computer resources more efficiently and 
effectively, are those functions, first of all, which are the least subject 
to local variation, require the smallest number of transactions agaiiist the 
library's files, and gain by use of other institutions' data. Let us examine 
some typical library functions in the light of these criteria. 

There is little doubt that the cataloging function is well -suited to a 
network operation. A shared-cataloging network such as OCLC provides LC 
catalogins data to its members. Ideally, the only xecords which must be in- 
put by a library are those which are outside the scope of the MARC DistTibution 
Service and have not yet been cataloged by any other member library. The data 
base is therefore a mixture of LC MARC records and originally-input records, 
plus infotmation about additional locations reported whenever a library uses 
an existing record. 

Problenis arise from the lack of a standard authority file and the lack of 
authority control within the shared system: a lihrary may deliberately or 
inadvertently create a duplicate record for an item already in the data base, 
because of a divergence of cataloging practice. Another probleni of networked 
cataloging lies in the pricing of services. I will discuss these problems m 
more detail later; for now, despite these obstacles, it is apparent on the 
basis of performance that cataloging is a reasonable function of a network. 

Acquisitions procedures, with the exception of fiscal control, are 
similarly adaptable to networking. We must recogmze, however, that the 
nature of the acquisitions process will force "lower quality" data into the 
data base, since by definition the acquisitions record is tempOTary and often 
derived from nonauthorltative sources. Nevertheless, a library may indeed 
still be able to benefit by using an existing bibliographic record for a 
purchase order, and some Tesource- sharing procedures may be implemented 
between institutions which have agreed to collect in a complementary mode. 

Interlibrary loan is obviously suited to on- line networking. Although 
no formal interlibrary loan system exists in any operational network resource, 
to my knowledge, it is well-known that OCLC users often consult the data base 
before embarking on an ILL transaction. Interlibrary loan, cataloging, and 
acquisitions can all benefit from shared data, and do not represent a very 
high institutional workload for most institutions. 

Networks have limitations as well as benefits. Because a communication 
pro-iess is involved, there can be a bottleneck in the aysteni if too many services 
are being asked of a single resource. Without adequate telephone lines and 
communication speeds, the response time of an on-line systeni can, under a 
heavy workload, degenerate to the point that the system becomes almost use- 
less. It is necessary, therefore, to Identify those functions which are 
Strictly local or which have very high transaction levels These functions 
are less suited to networking than those just described. 
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The circulation function seems in some way apprnpriate for networking, 
sinc^ it uses bibliographic data which may be shared among institutions rind 
is ciisely associated with interlibrary loan. However, three major problems 
impede the development of networked circulation systems: transaction load, 
patron files, and local functions. In most libraries, the check-out and check- 
in transactions occur more often than any other single transaction in the 
library. For example, at the University of California, Berkeley, we circuiate 
approxiTnately one million items annually, for a total transaction load of well 
over two million. The cataloging load of the same ribrary is 6(],0()0 titles 
annually. Even with the possibility of more complex bibJ iographic searches., 
the cataloging process represents less than 10 percent of the workload of the 
circulation function = It is not at all clear to me that even a large central 
computer would be able to easily absorb workload increases of these proportions. 

In addition, the circulation process requires a record of the borrower. 
Existing circulation systems for single institutions have the capability of 
storing on-line a library^s entire patron file. This capability would impose 
an added burden on the storage capacity of a network system, and would un- 
doubtedly cause problems with the privacy and freedom of information issues. 
Finally, local library functions such as ov erdue notices, recalls, and replace-' 
nient bills must be accommodated by a circulation system; agaiUj soniething that 
could be difficult to accommodate in a network. 

Another area of high transaction level is the checking-in of serial issues 
and volumes. Many of the same problems arise as with the circulation function: 
the ratio of annual transactions to titles held is high; local data exist; and 
local pTactices and forms must be accoTmnodated. For example^ given an assunied 
average^issue frequency of quarterly, a library with 10,000 active serial titles 
would receive 40,000 pieces to be checked in annually, or over 150 pieces 
dally. Local transactions are claiming, cancelling, and binding. Local data 
are the biudiag title and vendor address, among others. The bindery, claim and 
cancel forms are also locally oriented, (the nice thing about a catalog card, 
as we all know, is that it is a standard size, and before you place any marks 
on it, it is plain white. That is not the case with most other library fornis.) 

For somewhat different reasons, fiscal control is an area which should 
at least initially be ignored by network designers. Fiscal transactions 
represent a point of contact for each library with its parent organization, 
in which the library must usually conform to the codes, practices, and printed 
forms of the parent agency. It is unlikely that a network organization could 
convince the business officers of an institution to relinquish control of 
their library funds to a computer owned and operated by an independent agency. 
Also questionable is the feasibility of incorpOTating into a network system 
the programming necessary to manipulate unlimited formats of fund codes and 
other local data, at least not without a sizable investment of staff and money. 

There are some other issues and problems which must be added in network 
developnient. The most difficult of these are not technical problems, but are 
administrative or political issues. 
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As 1 mentioned earlier, on-line network resources have not yet coped with 
the problem of authority control. The New York Public Library and University 
of Chicago Library come closer to achieving this goal than any other 
organisation I know of: their catalogs are produced by systems which do auto- 
matic authority checking, and identify for human verification all entries 
which HT-e not yet established headinfis. However, these are single institutions,, 
and I think we can say that authority control must by definition be simpler 
there than among a variety of institutions. 

Let look at the CONSER project in comparison. The original decision 
was to accept only AMR entries in the CONSER data base. The reperc-issions 
of this decision in participating libraries were such that the decision was. 
changed to allow ALA entries as well. Depending on the source of the biblio^ 
graphic data, then, a single title may be entered in the file more than once 
under more than one entry, making it very difficult to retrieve. The dymmcs 
of the cacalogin? code plus burgeoning international standards complicate .he 
quest for authority control. But other situations conspire to make the van ant 
bibliographic information problems oven worse. First, whenever more than one 
person catalogs a work, even within a single institution, there is a stroiig 
nossibilitv that different entries and headings may be chosen; different 
libraries have modified the "standard" cataloging code in ditferent wayi-,: 
larger and older libraries, as you well know, are bound to have massive 
amounts oi' data which do not conform to any known standard; library aut nor. ty 
data often do not match authority data emanating from data base producers land 
this is something t at is being taken now quite seriously by the data ba^epro^ 
duccrs themselves), or, finally, special subject areas withxn librarian hp 
have adopted their own authority mechanisms because they find at the t,%isting 
ones do not give them the fine distinctions that they require. 

Why is this important? For instance, with OCLC or with LC's processing 
system or with a number of machine-based systems, in order to retrieve a 
rlcor!: "u must know the exact author and title, or at least the -^ct ti le, 
if it is not the LC call number and the ISBN. So, for the bibliographi data, 
you need to know how the entry has been entered into the data base How ean 
we share resources and data unless we share a language with which to do .ribe 
our holdings? Also, authority "noncontrol" may lead to a .^ff^"^"^ 
line system because of the potential for large numbers of duplicate recordo 
appearing within the file. This is costly. Again, OCLC has ^"--J^;^^thxs 
problem and is working on a solution. No solution can be perfect , however . 
because administrative and machine controls can go only to a certain point, 
beyond that point is needed the mutual agreement of network participant, to 
conform to specified practices to the best of their ability. This kind ot 
mutual understanding must be communicated throughout li^Jrary staffs must be 
communicated down to the people who actually are working with the system, oi 
it will not work . 

More dlfiicult than the technical or technological questions are the 
administrative and political ones, as you can well imagine I" O^LC ^e h vt 
■I'reidv seen '.ome of the issues involved in setting a pricing algorithm tor 
a; o^'u;^ network which is governed cooperatively. OCLC members pay appro.i- 
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matoly two dollars if they use a bibliographic record already in the data 
base; this is called First Time Use, If they input a record originally, they 
pay only card costs. This was designed, in part, as an incentive to stimulate 
the input of non-M^RC data. In some ways the technique has backfired, as 
libraries may enter duplicati^ records iii order to avoid the First Time Use 
charge . 

Related to the pricing problcni is th question of data ownership and 
reciprocity. A network, in order to function, must provide benefits to all 
members, OCLC's algorithin partly ansv^ers the question important to research 
libraries: that is, what do we stand to gain by inputting all our records 
for use by other libraries? The algorithni fails chiefly with its lack of 
ability to control, in the sanie way that there is no authority control. I 
would like to see a network which used the following forTnula: each record 
entered or used would cost the library a specific base amount. If the library 
used an existing record, that is, a record input by another library or from 
M/\RC» there would be a small surcharge. Conversely, each time a library used 
another library's record^ the source library would receive a small credit. 
There would be net inputterSj just as there are now net lenders in our inter- 
library lending structure. The penalty for using an existing record would 
not be restrictive, and the credit for **uonating" to the data base would not 
be excessive. Because the bibliographic data from larger libraries would be 
used as much for inter! ibrary loan as for cataloging data, the system of 
reimbursement might be tied to the apparently increasing trend toward charging 
for Interlibrary loans as well as for creation of bibliographic data. This 
description is^ to be sure, simplisticj and many details would have to be 
ironed out. But I think that it addresses the needs of both larger and 
smaller libraries ^ and implies a level of ownership without being unduly 
rigid. 

The network issue of most significance now is the question of national 
network design and managenient ^ as well as interface with national information 
systems in other countries. The library profession has assumed that a 
heterogeneous network is desirable and possible; that is, we should aim to- 
ward a network which includes all types and sises of libraries as well as 
most library functions* The network organizations which exist now do not 
appear to have major difficulties with conflicts between types or sizes of 
libraries. However ^ we must recognize first that most network organizations 
right now consist of relatively homogeneous members, either mostly academic 
or public libraries, larger or smaller libraries, and secondly, we have not 
yet developed a network resoiirce which would actually force user libraries 
to face the question of changing their local practices. This is^ of coursOj 
where the crunch would come. Current networks serve libraries as a tool, in 
whatever way the libraries wishes to operate this tool. Perhaps this is as 
fa^- as network resources can or should go. We should realize that any change 
in perception of the role of the network resource can easily increase the 
level of conflict within and among network organizations. I will not discuss 
this area in further detail, Several people who are already deeply involved 
in national network design are here at this meeting to discuss their ongoing 
efforts with you* 
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Mow 1 would like to go into some detail about a couple of technical develop- 
netits which I feel are exciting and significant for liltsiicy networks. First of 
all a we have minicomputer- s. Libraries are besinnin^, t o use winlcoiiiputers , 
especially as parts of coiiiplete hardwart^-software packages for various appli- 
cati'oTis. The systenis developed by the CLSI company at-e at this time the fore- 
most e^tanijles of application packages based on mini coitiTJUt ers . The mflst recent 
cointiiercial circulation packages are also mintcomputer- ■based: these include 
the 3M systei, Systems Control, Itic. , and a prototyTie s)^s tem based on Hewlett- 
faclsard equipment at the Virginia Polytechnic Institute Library. Lilraries 
are acquiring and prograniming minicoinputers on thelT own. The University of 
Hln*esota Biom'sdlcal Library, for instanc'e, has created a sophisticated mini- 
comjuter- based processing system. In fact, minlconiput ers are now so prevsletit 
jnd so inexpensive that in some cases it is difficult to draw the line ^between 
a "inihicoiiiputer," "data e-ntry device and a »'woTd processing rnachine.'* 

Tliere are several reasons for the miniconputer erLtraiice into what has 
tint if moK been a field dominated by the large conputBr. First j mini computers 
Ate economical: an expexisive minicomputer will cost at the most $50,000; an 
ineaperisive one might be $5, 000 or less. Secondly, the advent of lilrary- 
cricnted applications packages is stimulating the marketability of t lie mini. 
Iliiidly, we must look at some of the chief reasons fornetworking; besides 
jescurce and data sharing, they iTiclude distributed cost of software develop- 
ment, and shared burden of equipment costs. Nindcompiiter-s are liKely to be 
coni-jetitive with networks in both of these areas. An important attribute of 
a tn iniconiputer is its capability for te lecomiini cat ion processing, enablirig 
the trans fei of data between two minicomputers, or between a mini cornputer 
and a large-scale computer. This is where the iiiterface of the mini coinputer 
and the rjctv/orl; becomes possible. 

riie second exciting technical developmeiit is something tliat I will lefer 
to as "network normalization," although 1 did not invent the plirase. Network 
flonnai ization neans the ability to access more tlian one network ard process 
data, *vithout significant alterations in apprcacli to the machiiie. In other 
words with normalization, you or I could go to a computer terminal, log on, 
and access OCLC ox BALLOTS or Loclcheed or SDC without requiring a totally 
different set cf instructions or procedures for every one of tliese syst;ems. 
With ail existing operational normalizing system, users of on-1 in© reference 
databases can foMulate their searches in plain English; the program as 
feigned to translate the queries to the part icular data base Tjelng used. A.t 
a aliglit increase in computer cost, then, the efficieTicy of the huraan being 
se-a-Tchlng tlie Jata bases is maxiniized. 

Tlie research being carried out in this aTea is by no means Idmited to, 
libraries. Other organizations are experiencing similar problems with the 
need to communicate information from one pre-existing netv?o*k data base to 
another. Among the groups working on the problei are the Mational Bureau of 
StandaTds, the Rand Corporation. Stanfoa'd Res earch Institute, and Battelle. 
In ALA. the ISAD Telecommunications Committee Ms been concentratini on a sub- 
set of the (luestion, that is, the standards, procedures, and protocols re- 
quired to emble library networks to communicate with one another. A 
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proposal for discussion purposes will appear in the June issue of the Jpurnal^ 
of LibraTy A^utoTOation. The work is very promising^ although one has to wonder 
how wr will achieve a single logical sy$t$n with these disparate groups all 
working on solutions; 

Let us revievi the elements discussed in the past half-hour or so; they 
provide the building blocks for the network of the f\iture. We have several 
types of networks: processing, reference, conunercial, and variations of 
these types. Secondly^ the scope of networking should pexhaps not be inclusive 
of every library function. Some futictions have characteristics which make them 
more adaptable to local processing than network processing. Thirdly, certain 
issues require resolution before a rational networking schenie can become 
operational. Standards both bibliographic and performance must be 
identified, agreed upon, and adopted. AdministTative and policy questions 
such as pricings data bMe ownership, and general network management must be 
carefully studied and negotiated. Finally, hardware and software developnieTits 
continue to provide expanded alternatives to the information profession. Mini- 
coinputers and netwrk normal iaation are two of the important features of our 
future network. 

Given these building blocks, we can construct a possible library network 
of a decade hence* There will be large computers in several regions of the 
country, as repositories of large bibliographic data bases; .as comrnunicat ions 
concentrators and switchers for messages and queries among libraries, and as 
direct processing centers for libraries which do not have access to computer 
facilities. Ideally^ these regions will be interconnected; they will be con- 
nected also to the Library of Congress and its bibliographic systeni, which 
will serve as the bibliographic backbone of the national network and the 
liaison with other national systems. 

Minicomputers and/or terminals in libraries will either access the data 
as is presently done with on-line networks, or will access the data and 
actually move the records in machine-readable form to be processed locally, 
perhaps for production of local microforni catalogs. 



am 



To be more precise, let m describe a scenario. Let us say that I 
located in California, and have a miniconiputer which has teleconmiunications 
facilities and a large disk drive, On that disk drive I keep a data base of 
my abbreviated shelflist records,' record of volumes held, and perhaps some 
other locally useful information such as fund files. As I acquire and catalog 
materials, I use the mini to request bibliographic data fmm my regional data 
base ox from another data base in the country. Having assigned a call nuinber 
and location to the record, I report these back to the xegiOTal data base, 
which acts as a union catalog, or which my act as a unloii catalog. I have 
the option of transferring the full bibliographic record to my own catalog 
file, or of maintaining only the brief shstlfllst record md querying the 
large file on those occasions when 1 need the full bibliographic data. We 
need to do a little research on the rise of full bibliographic records yersus 
an abbTeviated one to determine what the optimum pattern is here. My circula- 
tion transactions and other local functions run on the same or a connected 
minicomputer. Locally, I can maintain my catalog on-line, in card 
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coTra, Or in microforni, as ciTCumstances dictate. 

With this configuration of equipment, I can gradually liiik together the 
processing and reference functions. Usiiig nationally accepted standards, 
which I assunie will continue to evolve, my library's users will have access 
not only to the basic bibliographic inforaation for the libxaTy, but also to 
the abstracting and indexing services which I can link to my existing data 
base an expansion of services and products. I order mterials by machine^ 
readable comrnunications to vendors^ and they in turn bill me in machine-read'- 
able form, (This is alTeady occuring) . The authority controls for linking 
libraries, abstracting and indexing services , and other Tnembers of the infor- 
mation industry will be complex and tiitie-consuming to work out; it may not be 
pDssible or desirable to do so. Again, a system for normaliEing names and 
titles may be the only my to assure coniinunlcatioii between the varioiis seg- 
nients of the information conmunity. Again, this description may be simplistic. 
But the equipment* the technology, and the concepts are all there and are 
ready to be pieced together in this massive jigsav? puzzle. 

What are the Implications for the individual library in all of this? In 
the long run, the implications of autoinated networks for libraries are very 
wide-ranging. I would like to mention just a few areas in which libraries 
and library staffs can cope with what appears to be the inexorable expansion 
of technology into our lives. Libra^ administTators and staffs may wish to 
consider the potential of these concepts for their libraries. Until now, 
most libraries have implemented autoinated or network systems without radically 
changing the tools and methods of their staffs and patrons. The new systems 
have been used effectively to assist in keeping up the old manual systems. 
By now it is clear that true implementation of networks and other computer 
technology must force us to at least consider altering thfe traditional patterns 
and tools of library and bibliographic access. It is possible that the organi- 
zation and use of the library can and will change fundamentally, the relation- 
ship of libraries to other segments of the infoTmation comiunlty is changing 
even now. 

Secondly, with the advent of machine-^ readable data and programmable 
equipment, we are no longer in a position where a decision to change a pro- 
cedure has to be a final decision. This concept is very difficult to 
i:Mnuinicate to librarlMS, They feel that a proposed procedure or new biblio- 
graphic tool must be agonized over and perfected before the first step is 
taken; when it is pointed out that, if they do not like the w^y the printout 
or microfiche wor^s^ they can request a change inmediately, they are relieved, 
delighted and anxious to take advantage of these capabilities, 

Thirdly, minicomputers and netv^orks must be accepted as compatible tools, 
rather than being mutually exclusive. It must be niade clear to governing^ 
bodies that neither one nor the other alone can provide the ultimate solution 
to the library prcblein, but that the combination is likely to be quite success- 
ful 

An automated svstem in a library, finally, will require comprehensive 
training and familiarity on the part of the library staff, i^hether librarian, 
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paraprofessiOTial, or systems analyst. This statemtnt applies to both networks 
and so-called turnkey niinicomputer systeTns, as well as "to systems developed 
in»house. Effective use of a tml requiTes knowledgtable operation of that 
tool, as we all know, not only in library automation but everywhere we lool. 

In coTicluslon^ I have a raputation among my colleagoes fot being quite 
optimistic about innovative technologies and whexe we are going with them. 
Perhaps my optimism is unjustified. Navertheless, I ask ydu to recall 
libraries and library automation over the past 15 years. In 1960, we were' 
not yet really using computers . In 1965, someon^j was just be^rmning to in- 
vent the MARC fonnat. In 1970, only a little mare than five yuars i^^o, 
Fred Kilgour^s on-line system which is now in use in over SOO libi-awies ms 
not yet up and running. These are remarkably n\mrt spans of time; we have 
accomplished a great deal and our libraries are Mviftg to accommodate the 
changes. Now we must concentrate on the tasks of the next five, ten^ fifteen 
years, and we must remember that it is not very far away, 

* * * * 



Discussion 

MR. JACKSON: You mentioned that about 50 to 60 peTcent of ARL libraries sub^ 
scribe to the Lockheed data base. Now that presumably is unverifiable infor- 
mation, and I am wonderins if in fact 50 to 60 percent of the libraries are 
subscribers, ^hich would mean that I have got to get off the ground. But 
I will take a little more comfort if, in fact, as in our institution, some 
other agency on the campus is the agency that is subscribing. Do you have 
any way of knowing what that answer might be? 

SUSAN MARTIN: How many libraries have access to Lockheed and SDC for their 
users? [Approximately two-thirds raised their hands]. 

MR. SPAULDING: In terms of that question, v/hat about those institutions ^ 
where the university has access, but the library does not specifically. This 
is v/hat Mr. Jackson t^as really getting at - 

MS. MARTIN: Maybe I had better tell you hov/ I went about doing this. I took 
the page which was the listing of members out of one of the ARL publications 
and I sent it to Lockheed and I said, ''Please tell me how tnany of these people 
are your customers.*' I just assumed that he would understand that it was the 
library. That may be a faulty assumption, and he may have counted mstitutiQiis 
as well. I can check that. 

MR. GOVAN: I wonder if there is any Indication at all that the for-profit 
systems are interested in network normalization? 

MS MARTIN: That is a very good question, and I do not really feel very 
competent to answer, I know that there are certain factors which are involved 
with the profit incentive, which get in the way of normalizing access to the 
networks, together with these data bases. I have not discussed it with any^ 
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body who is iiivolved at my m& of these coimnercial ins titutiMs, so I do not 
know how' they feel about it* The systeii that I was talking about, is called 
ROBOT, and it is a pTPgrajn that was designed to provide mccess, at an iiide- 
pendent institutioii, to a variety o£ thes^ data bases. 

MR. KRITZER: It is 111/ understajiding that SDC and Lockheed both are accessible 
through the same terniinal and thxDugh the same language. I am not sure o^f 
that being so, but we believe that, and we are just getting started with 
Lockheed < 

MS, MARTIN: Yes, thst is the case. However , once y a get onto either SDC or 
Lockheed, the person who is keying in the query must be a\^are of the waque 
qualities or characteristiLs of each of tht data bases that is being searched. 
For instance, ERIC has its own theiaurus, and other data bases have their am 
wBys of accessing the data. The neturork normalisation techiiiques that I 
referred to are designed to do away with this so that a person can structure 
a questidh in plain English, no inatter what data base it Is, and get an in- 
telligible response. 

MR. KRIilSSMAM: Could you give us some of the rationale behind your ideal net- 
working systeiii, and particularly the data base eletnent, in which the library 
that inputs the original catalog would get a credit back. That seems to me, 
on first blushr- like an impractical scheme* 

NfS. N^RTIN: ^ell, I gave quite a bit of thought to the businesis of having 
a library input records and not have to pay for it at all; and therefore^ the 
probability of having libmries input alni&st anything and not necassarily 
checking to see if the record already existed in the data base, and the possibl 
cTeation of duplicate records. It seemed to me if there was sorne credit given 
to the inputter, but not too much credit., that that would get across the idea 
that reaUy, for exaiiiple, if you are going to input records, please check for 
duplications hecause we do not v^rant to burden the sy^steiii with a tremendous 
aniount of duplicate data, wh?.ch is both uneconomical for the system, and 
difficult to search. Yet, there would be some kind of compensation in there, 
and I ms thinking somewhore along the lines of parhaps $2 a record, and $2.10 
for the people who us© somebody else^s records, and a credit of ten cents 
whenever one of your records was used. 

MR. READY: 1 think that the presentation so far has ^shown a considerable 
iinproveiient upon our situation; but I think it Is naive to think that we are 
going to continue along this siinny road f l " the next five years. What we 
have really done is clear the ditches, prepare the field for the real battle 
of the philosophy of library economy. There are enormous problems being 
raised as a result of our being able to realize the extent of them, and there 
is going to be a hard time ahead, much harder than we have had in the past, 
where technology has given us a magic wand to clear away the cobwebs. Now we 
are facing real difficulties of a philosophical nature on the use of materials, 

MS. MARTIN: I think you are quite right. I think that maybe these philosoph* 
leal questions can be avoided if we want to, but we prohably should not, and 
when we actually face thM, there are dofinitely going to be difficulties. 
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MR. BOES: Just one cditorinl comment- oecasionany 1 see confusion between 
processing and cataloging. The two nro not necessarily synonymous. 

MS. MARTINt Right. I am aware of that. 

MR, MCDONALD: I was particularly interested in your coiiments about the necessity 
for coiimion language in order to facilitate resource stiarini. I m afraid my 
question is -vsgue, but I am wondering in light of the fact that the ARL is 
deeply involved in Tesource sharing through traditionat inteTlibrary loan and 
hopes to he involved in the new modes of resource shaTing, perhaps through a 
national lending library of some type, whether you have any thoughts about 
simplifyiTig thTough networkieg the road to resource sharing that lies ahead? 

MS. MARTIN: It is also difficult. That is a tough one to answer T/ery quickly. 
When you say resource sharing ypu are talking about mateTlals? 

MR. MCDONALD: Yes. You established the Importance of language between biblio- 
graphical control and resource sharing. I guess I was asking you for a little 
moife or, that particular subject. 

MS MARTIN' r think that the efforts that will be described, later in this 
program, especially the things that are going on at the Library of Congress, and 
RLG. are pTobably going to address that question a little more specif xcally, 

MR BOSS- I wonder if there is not another implication of the technology 
for the large reearch library. Om off the things we have encountered in 
dealing with pation's need for more accsss to machine-stored data bases, that 
in order to go to the terminal, one has to sit down with that patron and con- 
duct the kind of reference interview that normally has not been corsducted when 
approaching data that is in printed t'ormat , and I think it is begirming to 
cause some, of our patrons to wonder why they do not get the same kind of con^ 
cern about their needs when the answer is not available there at the computer 
terminal. I thinl< it is going to force us to lo,ok at our whole referefice 
program, 

PS. MARTIN: That is a good point, and also reminds me of something that we 
M-ere talkimg about at the table on financial problems, when we vere talking 
about reallocation of resources. We will reqiiire more staff to assist patrons 
to become farailiar with this system as they.. become more prevalent throughoiat 
the country. That is one place where we* can use thern, 

m WELSH- We face an enormous problem. at LC as automation begins to have 
its impact. In one division 400 people vill iiterally be replaced by niacliine. 
What we are going to do is to retrain the staff to work in the Teferencc 
department side and provide the types of reference systsms for both the person 
usiing the terminal ard for everyone coining in the front door. -1 think this 
is long overdue. We are going to make a joint effoTt to do a better job ot 
bei.ng tctive with our users. 



* ■* * * 
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NEW DYNAMICS OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES AJ^D J^ETWORKS 



Lb Moyne Anderson 

LE MOYNE ANDERSON: There is evidence to suggest that the modern research 
library appears to be threateiied by its^ own successes. In respondlTig to our 
various communities* insatiable demands for more rasouTces, more services^ 
and more facilities, vie may be risking the fate wJiich sizg and miadlessness 
imposed upon the dinosaur. 

There are opposing Indications, however^ from which one can iiifeT that 
tht modern research library is spurred by its own failures. In addressing 
tht needs of our clietiteles we overcompansate so grossly for our inadequacies 
that we may be risking the fate which super power imposed upon the Si^-Million 
Dollar Man= -or as some of you may prefer , the Bionic ifoinan. To twist the 
Tale of Two Cities slightly^ '*it v*ras the best of times j it was the worst of 
times/., we had everything before us, we had nothing before us., /* Thli bit 
of Dlckansian eloquence in many ways epitomizes research library conditii^^^s 
today . 

Libraries are cancelling serials subscriptions foi* lack of funds j fat 
book budgets have nmeic been higher. Enrollments in colleges and univefsities 
are stabilizing; y^tf the use of library resources has increased astronomically 
At any given time, in any given library you could acciirately say that the 
nillieu is either cool and controlled ox volatile and voluble* You could as 
convincingly say that the research library is being threatened for its very 
life, or that it is having a fabulous heyday. Mien professional journal head- 
lines and editorials truinpet that librarians cannot obtain jobs and that 
several are all but digging ditches,, another story on an opposite page reports 
that enrollments in graduate library schools have ntver been higher* What are 
the great changes affecting the contemporary research library? What are the 
forces operating in libraries to bring about these changes? What can we do 
about resolving the pTobleiiis of transferring information? 

As a point of departure for this small, primitive landscape I am about 
to sketch/ let me Introduce the familiar dichotomy of a library organization; 
namely, the technical services and the public services. It is .not news nowa= 
days to proclaim that the acquisitions dollar is purchasing fewer iteims than 
it has in the past. We acknowledge, also, that the serials slice is consyiii- 
ing miore and more of the acquisitions pie. The result of these situations 
is that the number of books obtained is decreasing; the number of imicro forms 
acquired has dropped; and the maps, the audio-visual items and the fugitive 
materials are falling in annual totals added. In some instances, serials are 
being discontinued. The nev^ serials titles are not being acquired for the 
library shelves ^ithex-^-at least not in th© great nurabers of previous years, 

IVithin the technical services arena consequently, our staffs are faceu 
with the task of selecting and acquiring materials with more dollars which 
buy fewer items* These developments, in tuim, also lead to the lessemng in 
items cataloged, to fewer items physically prepared^ and to the not^so- many 
cards reproduced for our catalogsi. At the same time, it is noted that 
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methods are being otuplovr-d which have reduced the per capita commitment to- 
ward processing of materials for a research library. We are adapi-ing the 
automated accounting procedures of our parent insti tut ions. We are tapping 
Temote niachlne-readiible information search services. We are utilizing the 
output of on-line bibliographical data centers. 

Meanwhile, what is occurring in the public services portion of our 
dichotomy? The stabiliEing or sometiiies decreasing/increasing enrollment in 
univeTsi'ties suggests coiimeinsuTate demands for library services. This is not 
our cr^perience. howcvoT. The growing user audience seeins to be vastly doviate 
from any changes in a lihraTy's primary constituency. Circulation transactions 
ar« increasing, requests for special materials are on the rise, attendance in 
huiitH^?:s is way up, and the spiraling ascent of interlibrary loan transactions 
cor.', '.'.> unabated. 

Xtthcjugh we have little empirical evidence, we do have some theories 
regarding these phenomena. It is suggested, for example, that despite the 
claim that entering sttidents now lack background in the basic disciplines, 
their preparation in how to use libraries may not be so weak. It has also 
been observed tlmt professors are making more assignments involving library 
resources, thereby stiggestirig a renewed awareness. The burgeoning reserve 
material we have noticed may be attributable, however, to nothing more than a 
way to eliininate the requirement for students to purchase their own books. 
There does seem to be, nonetheless, a greater cogniz.ance among students, 
particularly in the science-technology areas, of the values in reviewing the 
literature more thoroughly and exhaustively, thereby generating a higher 
utilization of our holdings. 

It is true that many of our circulation systenis have been automated, 
thus providing benefits in time saving to the staff and patron alike. It is 
a fact that many libraTies have installed electronic security systems, thus 
reducing the staff conmitnient to what soine students used to call "search and 
seizure." There are also self-guided tour devices and self-instructional 
a/v equipment, thus shortening and reitiforcing the learning process in how to 
use iibraries. Despite these advantages, we still have the escalating demands 
which seem_ to outdistance out capability to_rjspond satisfactorily. 

All of these forces are leading public services staffs to cry out for 
reinforcements. The options of reducing hours, or limiting circulation, or 
diminishing the intenibrary loan programs are anathema to librarians laboring 
toward getting "the right book, to the right reader, at the right time," to 
quote a friend. 

There is still another dynamic which hovers over these forces at play- 
It is 'Significant that in relation to the aforementioiied centers of activity, 
or non-activity, we have a relatively constant work force — the total numbers 
of staff members are not changing appreciably. On the one hand, we have, m 
effect, the same numher of technical, services personnel with tewer items to 
process. On the other hand, we have the same number of public service 
personnel with a greater number of patroii= to meet and materials to circulate. 
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One could readily postulate subsequontly that we need fewer staff members in 
technical services and more persons in public services. 

What is inherent in these conditions to suggest a relationship to net^ 
works? It is axiornatic that when the demands upon any service agency exceed 
the capabilities to respond positively, then alternatives must be developed. 
It seems clear that we speak now of networks because of the magnificent pro- 
grams that the joining together of such a diverse array of libraries and 
librarians can provide. The merging of various research libraries to form a 
network enhances the possibilities of service to our patrons whether on the 
campus or in the larger communities of the state, region, and nation. 

We cannot survive independently. The self-sustaining research library 
is moribund. In this day and age, research libraries have little choice. 

WB HEED TO SFiARE, 

We need to share collection development responsibilities because we 
cannot afford to acquire separately everything desired. We need to share 
the resources already acquired because much of it is littla-used and others 
should have access to it. We need to share catalog information because this 
will reduce duplication of effort and enable us to organise more quickly our 
coUections. \Ib need to share the development and use of bibliographical 
apparatus because it will enhance collection utilization* We need to share 
the facilities bacause we cannot continue adding new structures by ourselves 
to accommodate these collections, need to share the staffs which provide 
the interpretive services because we need the benefit of group opinions and 
outside views of specialists which we cannot provide alone. 

Focusing on the cost factors ^ we see that by joining together under 
one over-arching structure that it becomes possible to perform a variety of 
services without the cost to any one person or group becoming prohibitive. 
Tradeoffs occur between costs and benefits. SoTne libraries may pay moTe 
than it costs for their specific gains while receiving indirect benefit flowing 
from the enrichment of several programs in a network made possible by the 
presence of a broad distribution of talent and expertise. The willingness of 
some to pay or to receive less in support of their specific program rests on 
a reciprocal, but often unspoken, arrangement whereby those who pay more or 
receive less in monetary terms are assured that the programs most vital to 
them will be supported adequately. 

Cooperation is really "where it's atJ' Sharing flows from this idea, 
which is essentially what networks are all about. We are really concluding, 
then* that an awareness of these dynamics leads naturally and logically to 
share through networks. Cooperation and sharing and networks and consortia 
and all of the other iiiterrelated concepts and systems deserve, indeed, 
demand our continuing careful consideration during these critical times. 
We would be well served during our current dialogues if we seize upon these 
contemporary concerns as an opportunity --a golden opportunity to 
rediscover Parnassus, the consecrated seat of the Muses, a place where wisdom 
resides and where people confused by the whirlwind of change can secure 
direction to find their way again, 
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NETWORKS: CHANGE AGENTS, GOVERNANCE PROBLEMS, AND STANDARD COSTS 

Richard De Gennaro 

In the brief tine I have I am going to draw on my personal experience 
with OCLC and PALINET at the University of Pennsylvaiiia to discuss three 
aspects of network participation. First I will talk very briefly about how 
participation in a computerized network can serve as an effective catalyst 
and change agent. Then I will discuss the potential goverance problems that 
could develop by having a variety of library types in the same network. I 
will conclude with some thoughts on how networks are encouraging the general 
acceptance of standard costs and charges for perfoxming certain functions and 
a few of the potential benefits of this trend. 

OCLC as a Change Agent 

At Pennsylvania we used participation in the OCLC systein as a vehicle 
for introducing change and for creating a climate hospitable to change, not 
only in the technical services areas directly effected, but in other areas as 
well. 

We joined OCLC in the Fall of 1971 and went operational with our first 
terminal in February, 1972. Pennsylvania. Temple, and Drejeel were probably 
the first libraries outside Ohio to use the OCLC system. We used the Union 
Library Catalogue of Pennsylvania's corporate structure as the vehicle for 
facilitating our participation and formed a network called PALINET-ULC to 
interface with OCLC and to computerize the Union Library Catalogue's 
traditional manual operations. Pennsylvania's strategy was to assign full 
responsibility for Implementing OCLC to the regula . staff in the units that 
would have to use the systein, rather than to assign this responsibility to 
the systems development group. This strategy chaUenged and committed the 
library staff to the successful implementation of the system— and it worked 
exceedingly well, 

As we increased the number of terminals and expanded the scope of the 
operation to original cataloging, interlibrary loan, and serials, the require- 
ments of implementing and operating the OCLC systein generated among the staff 
member? and heads of the various units Involved a new interest in their worK 
and a new spirt of cooperation. Units like LC Cataloging, Original 
Cataloging, Serials, and Interlibrary Loan, which under the inanual systein 
operated as separate units with relatively little interchange, now had to 
work closely with each other to learn to use the systein and to share the 
terminals— six out of seven of which are located in the same workroom. In 
short, use of the OCLC system has created a comiiwn bond and shared experience 
and fostered a new feeling of pride, unity, and accompl ishnent among the 
technical services staff. It has increased the skills of both the nonpro- 
fessional as well as the professionals, and this has helped aileviate the 
concern that some staff members had about being Teplaced or diminished by 
the system. It has given the professionals a broader national perspective 
and made them feel part of a national movement. 
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The implementation of OCLC required a nuiDber of changes in the size, 
composition, location, and supervision of work units in techiiical services, 
and the process of making these changes created an expectation and willing- 
ness aiaong the staff to propose and accept changes in other areas as well. 
Change canie to be accepted almost as a matter of course and new proposals 
could be discussed much more openly and objectively. The staff has developed 
a positive and accepting attitude toward new ideas as a result of theii* 
successful do-it-yourself implementation of the OCLC system and the' other 
developments it set in inotion. 

I was going to say a few more things about this but I would prefer in- 
stead to call your attention to an authoritative and comprehensive article on 
the subject that appeared in the May issue of Ajigrican Libraries . It is by 
Joe Hewitt and is entitled "The Impact of OCLC J* It "is based on his research 
for a Ph.D. at the University of Colorado, In the same issue there is an 
excellent introductory article on the OCLC Network by Art Plotnils with a 
photograph of Fred Kilgour looking like Santa Glaus. 

Network Composition and Goverance Problems 

The directors and technical services heads of the large academic libraries 
that initially foriiied PALINET made, a heavy investment of tiine and effort in 
^building a solid foundation and structure for the network, As other large 
academic libraries in the area joined, these burdens were shared. We had a 
policy of ''each one teach one,*' which meant that each member library would 
assume responsibility for training and bringing In one or more new members. 
PALINET had no paid staff until January, 1975. AH work on behalf of the 
network was contributed by the member libraries up to that time. 

In 1974, PALINET made a decision to seek a grant of State Title I and 
Title 11 funds to purchase terminals for the use of some 40 small college 
and public libraries in Eastern Pennsylvania as an incentive to join the 
network. The impending entry of these libraries required a training staffs 
a more formal organiiatlon and governance structure with new by-laws, etc* 
It seemed clear that the time had come when PALINET was becoining much more 
important than the Union Library Catalogue and that the two organizations 
should be merged in such a way as to reflect this new reality. New by-laws 
were drafted and ratified in 197S and the new organization was named PALINET 
and The Union Library Catalogue. 

In an effort to assure the financial stability and continuity of PALINET, 
the charter members created a governance structure which is inteiided to place 
a heavier share of the burden of governance on the members who make the 
largest contribution and have the largest stake in the success of the network. 
Although the small libraries are well represented on the governing board and 
special com_mittees, there continues to be some agitation for a much more 
democratic governance structure. Some of the new nienibers, particularly the 
smaller libraries, are concerned about the way that the 13 inembeT Board of 
Trustees of PALINET-ULC is elected. They object to a nominating conmittee 
appointed by the Board as provided by the by-laws and would prefer that it be 
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elected hy the entire membership. They are really asking for more direct 
Uemocracy and an equal voice for each library regardU^s of size. 

!t is too early to make a Judgement, but it may turn out to be undesir- 
able, or even unworkable in the long run, for networks like PALINET. NELINET. 
and SOLINET to have such a large and diversified membership. Perhaps the 
needs and goals of large research libraries are different enough from those 
of small public and collate libraries to warrant separate but cooperating 
pTocessing utilities and resource sharing networks in the future. This is 
probably one of the reasons why RLG was formed. 1 am still somewhat skeptical 
about the long-term political and financial viability of large and diverse 
networks where the small libraries want authority to be on a one-library-onp- 
vote basis or some similar democratic plan, while the large ones want it to 
be distributed proportional to financial stake. The small libraries m PALINET 
had an initial concern about assuming the assessments and fees that were 
required to support the network administrative staff and overhead, and it was 
only the availability of assistance that tipped the scales in favor of joining. 

Up until now the network's only function has been to provide the OCLC 
shared cataloging and location capability to its members in the manner of a 
utility As long as that is the case, the potential incompatibilities among 
the members may remain submerged. However, as these networks try to take on 
a variety of functions including resource sharing, the incompatibilities and 
differences in size, goals, needs, and capabilities of the various types of 
member libraries could begin to surface and create serious operational and 
Rovernance problems in the future. But this is by no means inevitable There 
is another consequence of network participation that is beginning to take on 
consider significance. 

A.cceptaace of Standard Costs and F^es^fo^Jervlce 

Metworks are beginning to educate and condition their raembers-=both large 
and small"to the cost of certain of the library's own operations as well as 
the cost of the services they get from the network and from other libraries. 
Rank and file librarians as well as administrators are becoming cost conscious 
and are being forced to attach a dollar value to the services that are bought 
from OCLC-PALINET, including cataloging, searching, card production, serial 
check-in etc. The unit cost of OCLC services is uniformi for all libraries 
and provides a basis for comparison with the cost of some manual operations 
within a particular library as well as with those of other libraries. 

In addition PALINET=UCLC has recently revised its methods of charging for 
manual searches in its union card ^nd microfilm catalogs, f ^^f ^ f 
viding unlimited services in return for a fixed annual fee based on the size 
of a library's total budget. ULC now charges a fixed fee for each search or 
other unit of service performed in addition to a $200 uniform annual member^ 
ship fee which entitles the member to 50 searches. The previous systein 
distorted and masked the relationship between the dues paid and services 
received while the new system makes a direct correlation between fees and 
services. This trend toward fees = for- service could have very significant 
effects For example, it could help make interlibrary charges acceptable. 
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If network member libraries become conditioned to paying for certain manual 
as well as computer-based library services, why should they balk at paying 
interlibrary loan fees? The acceptance of the concept of paying fees for ^ 
services rendered could be very salutary and could help make truly effective^ 
networking and resource sharing possible by putting it on a realistic business- 
like basis. This would remove the element of charity that has always inhibited 
thff growth and development of interlibrary loan and other forms of cooperation. 

In sum, the emergence and general acceptance of standardized costs and 
fees for various internal and external library procedures and services as a 
consequence of computer-based networking could help make it possible for all 
kinds of libraries to coexist harmoniously in a single network. I think it 
will also help put interlibrary cooperation and resource sharing on a sound 
financial basis and thereby encourage growth and development in the future. 



Discussion 



JAMES SCHMrDT: I would like to ask you to pursue a little bit the fee thing 
and some of its consequences. I am not an economist, but it seems to me that 
when you talk about fees for service, you begin to talk about marketplace 
models -- monopolistic models on the one hand, or economic Darwinism on tHe 
other. You can talk about fees as they are interchangeable among institutLons 
without being applicable for users. You can talk about fees being passed 
through to individual library users, and then you have got another marketpl«ce 
model on the campus. I think there are some distressful implications on-both 
levels, institutional and individual, and with respect to various marketplace 
models that might be emerging from fees for services. 

RICHARD DE GENNARO: I am a little out of my depth when it comes to econoniic 
theories. All I was trying to say in the last part of my presentation was 
that OCLC is creating a standard cost for performance of certain functions, 
such as $2.00 for a first time use of a catalog record or a set amount tor a 
search. This is making many rank and file librarians cost conscious for tlie 
first time and giving them a standard against which they can measure the cost 
of doing these same operations in a manual mode. 1 am suggesting that the 
existence of these standardized fees could become a yardstick for measuring 
the cost of various library operations and that librarians will become 
accustomed to attaching a cost to an operation. I do not pretend to under- 
stand all the implications of this trend but I think I see some good practical 
consequences. Up to now the cost of our manual operations has always been 
hidden; the new computer-based services are bringing them out in the open, 
making cost analysis acceptable and comprehensible to librarians, and providing 
a yardstick for comparison, 

RICHARD BOSS: I wonder why, as we try to make our fellow librarians cost 
conscious, why we should stop there and not go ahead and make the users more 
cost conscious by providing them, along with their interlibrary loan item 
that we obtained for them, a short statement to be effect that a |7.S. cost 
of acquiring this item has been borne by our library on your behalf; or 
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put-ting a sign above tho circulation desk, saying that that checkout that 
you just undertook cost the library 42.5 cents, to extend that awareness 
beyond just our library profession. 

RICHARD DE GENNARO: I do not know vvhat the philosophical reasons would be, 
but I think I know what the practical consequences would be, I think that I 
would much rather get the lump sum of money from the university for my budget 
and simply provide services without inaking users aware of costs. I think 
there is a difference between doing that and making sure that the library 
staff and administration are cost conscious in making the choices between 
doing things one way or another; but I think that the users should be spared 
all this kind of talk about costs and benefits and the like. 

I have a recent experience at Pennsylvania where three years ago the 
university implemented a responsibility center accounting systam in which 
there are two kinds of centers. There are profit centers and indirect cost 
centers, with the library being an indirect cost center* The consequence 
has been that the total library budget gets charged back to the users' 
budgetary units. The various graduate schools and ^departments get charged 
for their share of the use of the library that we are able to attribute to 
them. The effects of this system are disastrous , because it has begun to 
create the idea that the library is supported by taxing the various constit- 
uencies and the more they use the library, the more they are going to pay. 
It could begin to create an ant 1-^1 ibrary attitude. Fortunately, I am pleased 
to say that budget administrators at Pennsylvania have seen the folly of this 
system. Next year they are going to change the library from an indirect 
cost center to a university-^ wide resource center with a direct subvention 
from central funds. 

PHILIP McNIFF: It seems to nie that there is a real need for identifying 
different levels of institutional cooperation. Perhaps we might also want to 
think in terms of what elements could be perhaps supported by Federal money 
and state money, that would take some of the burden off our institutions and 
establish a joint effort in financing some of our cooperative activities. 

ALPHONSE TREZZA: The problem of governance of a multi-type systeiii is very 
complex. I only urge you to keep an open mind that we are working on this in 
a variety of ways throughout the country. There is no firm conclusion, I 
think, at this point* I have seen it work quite well for example, in one 
area where you have got multi^sites and multi-types, such as in the Pittsburgh 
area. I urge you to take these papers as input to our thinkings rather than 
letting it freeze your gut feelings; because I am afraid, as was just pointed 
out, the mixture of funds, which is esentially local and state, is also going 
to have some influence on what happens to governance. 

RICHARD DE GENNARO: Thank you for making that comment. As a inatter of fact^ 
what I have trying to do here is just point out some trends ^ and cominent 
on them. I am not at all sure that serious network governance problems will 
materialize, but I think it is worthwhile at this point to recognize that 
there are some in the making, Most of us have been ignoring these potential 
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problems that might come from having large research libraries and small 

public and college libraries in the same network md maybe we ought to get 

it out in the open and talk about it. It was in the spirit I made my comments. 



i.rvixA Uf^ NhiWURKS ON RRSl^ARCH LIBRARIES 



FrDderick G, Kilgour 
Ohio College Library Center 

Lot me first point out to you that studies done of the use of academic 
libraries in the United Kingdom and the United States show, to use the British 
phrase, that the libraries are in failure^ and they fail between 50 and 60 
percent of the time when a user comes to the library to get information. This 
failure rate is not an adequate response to users. The problem is, of course, 
that as price or cost to the user goes up* demand goes down, I am sure each 
of you knows of scholars that have given up using large libraries, even given 
up some research projects, because of the effort required to do certain types 
of research as libraries have increased in size and as the difficulty of 
using libraries has increased. You do not know of anybody? You are looking 
at one, because I have given up the type of research that I used to do in 
history because there rre just too many other interesting questions that are 
easier to answer. 

So, as the price to the user goes up, demand is going to go down. There 
is going to be less demand on libraries and surely a greater failure rate. 
Now^ there have been some interesting studies made of this situation using 
various models, Raymond Jackson, using an erosion model, in an article in 
Land Econo mics came to the conclusion that the only way to keep from eroding 
libraries is to limit the number of users, an accurate but not useful finding. 

Some 40 years ago when 1 was charging out books at the Harvard College 
Library, I was also looking into utilization of the library. For about 15 or 
20 years following the second World War, there was a curious correlation 
revealing that the fewer the number of borrowers registered to use the Harvard 
College Library, the greater the number of books circulated. One would 
ordinarily think that the finding would be the other way around, that is, the 
more people using the library, the more books would circulate. So, we do have 
evidence, both of a theoretical and empirical nature, that libraries can not 
and do not respond successfully to increasing demands. 

Librarians have thought little about the economics of libraries. I know 
of only five publications d'n the subiectj and without a particle of doubt the 
major one is Economics of Academic Libraries by W. J. Baumol and M. Marcus. 
You will remember that the major problem that Baumol and Marcus pointed out 
was that in the two decades following 1950 the rate of rise of per-unit costs 
in academic libraries was seven times that of the wholesale price index; it 
was 6.3 percent in academic libraries, and ,9 percent for the index. This is 
the kind of rocketing rise that is proving to be impossible to keep up with. 
It is not absolutely impossible, for the money is available in the economy. 
But from the social point of view, it is impossible, for society is not 
increasing support for libraries at the same rate as library costs increase. 

It you calculate what is going to happen to the per-unit cost of service 
to the user for the next 2S years using the Baumol and Marcus data, it turns 
out that the cost is going to go up 460 percent. A recent study by D.K. 
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Halstead entitled Higher Educat ton Prices and Price Indexes published by th« 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare shows clearly the exacerbating 
efforts of inflation on the availability of funds for libraries. The most 
rapidly rising cost in academic institutions as a whole is fringe benefits ^ 
the next is cost of books and periodicals; and the third is salaries. The 
first and third costs stem from, the labor intensiveness that you people dis- 
cussed at your financial roundtable last night, and the only way to reduce 
this labor intensiveness in libraries, or to solve the problem, is to increase 
the productivity of library staff, 

So, with library costs going up at an annual rate of 6.3 percent and with 
computer costs going down at the rate of 55 percent a year, it would appear 
desirable to invoke coinputer technology and thereby reverse the rate of rise 
of library costs by increasing productivity of staff. The major conclusion of 
Baumol awl Marcus was that there is going to be some profound modification in 
the manner in which libraries are run, and that this profound modification may 
virtually be inevitable. Computerization could effect such a modification. 

Baumol and Marcus also pointed out that libraries follow the cost trends 
of service institutions, of hospitals, of higher education, and of restaurants. 
All of these organizations have the samQ kind of cost trends. The rise in 
QDSts is not a problem of inefficiency in libraries, nor is it a problem of 
poor management which is suggested as being the villain from time to time. 
It is the type of economic institution that a library is that causes its 
plight. 

If you continue to seek traditional answers, you are not going to get an 
answer, I would, however, accept such a traditional assumption that research 
libraries are not going to change a great deal in the future. I should point 
out to you, as I think I did once before, that this is only an assumption, 
It is not difficult for me to imagine a somewhat smaller group than this one 
meeting a century ago and called the Association of Research Museums* As 
you know, natural history museums no longer have the function they had in the 
last century, the reason being that the type of work that the natural history 
museums did was a qualitative biology using large collections of material. 
When biological research switched to quantitative biology, these museums no 
longer had their former importance. There has been less and less research 
using their large collections of material, It is not impossible that there 
will be a quantitative history, and even today there are historical techniques 
that make it unnecessary to have large collections in research libraries. 

The nontraditional procedures are, of course^ labor-saving techniques, 
and the computer can make available at least a half-dozen labor-saving 
principles either in a network or in an individual library system. Operating 
in a network, a computer can also provide economies of scale that you cannot 
possibly experience in an individual library, whether or not you have compu- 
tation. Here you have a major opportunity to reduce the rate of rise of 
per-unit costs, or to put it the other way around, to increase the productivity 
of staff. If you use BALLOTS, OCLC, or WLN in an effective way, you can 
increase productivity of ^aff. 
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This new technology makes it possible to have new pToducts and to have 
new objectives. The irnpoi^tant aspect of computerised networks i? the 
potential for new objectives and for new economic solutions to old problems. 

The objectives, as you know, of OCLC are to increase library resources avail- 

abls to individuals at participating libraries, and to reduce the rate of 

rise of per-unit library costs; these objectives are not attainable in c)ass^ 
ical libraries using manual techniques. 

New products should be for users, and the principal new product that I 
am going to talk about is the on-line catalog. On-line catalogs are drasti- 
cally different in design from card catalogs and from printed bookform cata- 
logs. On-line catalogs are not on-line card catalogs. As many of you have 
heard me say, the OCLC on-line catalog consists of a hugh number - over a 
million and a half - of miniature catalogs, none of which is larger than 32 
entries when presented to a user. This is a new kind of product. It is a 
kind of catalog that is far easier for users to use. OCLC has had some 
experience with users at public service terminals. In a small study of such 
use, more than four-fifths of the users preferred the terminal to the card 
catalog , 

If you search library literature for a book or article on catalog design 
you won*t find it, except for historical discussions, unless you search more 
extensively than I have. Such a publication is certainly not readily avail- 
able. There is much on cataloging, but nothing on understanding of the 
relationship of design of a catalog to cost of cataloging or to cataloging 
rules. The time has come, certainly, with the advent of the on-line cata- 
log made possible by computerized networks, to design small catalogs, to 
design them for users, and to construct cataloging rules for such small 
catalogs. Some professional organization should undertake this design task 
and hopefully it should be undertaken in the immediate future. These new 
cataloging rules should not be based on bibliographic principles that began 
to come into being with Conrad Gesner and todrew Maunsell in the last half of 
the sixteenth century; rather, the new rules should be based on the way peopl 
use catalogs and what they need to have in catalogs. 

I conclude by saying that the major effects of computerized networks on 
academic libraries will be that networks are going to make it possible to 
effect drastic changes in the manner of library operations, to increase pro- 
ductivity of staff, and at the same time to increase availability of infor- 
mation to library users. I would like to suggest that ARL undertake a pro- 
ject to work on the design of on-line catalogs and rules for such catalogs. 
Somebody is going to have to do it; there certainly does not seem to be 
another Cutter on the horizon. This is a project that is now quite clearly 
delineated, and T encourage you to undertake it. If you do, you will make 
a major contribution to' librarianship. 
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INTERLISR,4RY COOPERATION AND A NATIONAL ACCESS SYSTEM 



Stanley McElderry 

This program is concerned with a variety of topics relating to library 
networks. You have heard about trends in library networks, the necessity for 
this t>^e of library cooperation* and the impact of networking on research 
libraries. This paper focuses on the national bibliographic access system 
and is rolated to the prograni presented at our fall meeting on ^'The Library 
of Congress as the National Bibliographic Center.'' The primary question 
under consideration is: if the Library of Congress assumes responsibility 
for the creatior of a comprehensive national bibliographic data base in 
machine-readable form, what are the implications of this utility on research 
libraries, such as those represented here, and the emerging networks of 
libraries? It is clear that no one has sufficient information to answer this 
question, liowever, there are compelling reasons to attempt to answer this 
question. I would like to speculate with you about how such a data base would 
be generated, how it would be accessed, what dependable access to comprehensive 
bibliographic information might mean to a local library, and what areas for 
cooperative endeavor remain for multi-library systems. It is hoped that these 
observations may provoke a fruitful dialogue and lead to continued exploration 
and investigation. 

Generation of the National Bibliog ra phic Data 

The position of the Library of Congress was stated by Mr, Welsh at our 
last meeting in these terms: 

The Library's role will be to develop and maintain 
standard bibliographic devices that will promote 
consistency in decentralized input to a compre- 
hensive na?:ional data base. Decentralized input is 
a requirement for a national system because the 
Library of Congress recognizes that it cannot supply 
100 percent of the cataloging information that is 
required nationally. Inevitably, the Library will 
fall short of total coverage because it will never 
acquire some bibliographic items; for exampie* many 
state and local documents, the output of minor 
publishers, and various publications in specialized 
fields. 

Mr. Welsh went on to indicate that the Library of Congress would provide the 
following services and products in fulfilling this ipole: authority infor- 
mation for names » subjects, and classification. MARC coverage would be 
expanded to include all current cataloging by 1979. Bibliographic infor- 
mation and authority information would be provided in printed, microform^ 
and machine- readable formats to meet the requirements of libraries of all 
types and sizes. 
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One may assume that the intent is to moke the national bibliographic 
data base as comprehensive as possible at least for current acquisitions. 
A role for regional networks is suen as '^secondary distributors of L.C. 
bibliographic data on-line," It is not Ciear, however, what the strategy 
would he to build a comprehensive data base for sources external to L.C. 
Would the networks be the route for accumulating unique records or would 
there be designated libraries responsible for inputting specific kinds of 
records? How would such input be monitored and edited to conform to L.C, 
authority and quality? What information from L.C. is needed ^ in what form, 
and how promptly to support decentralised input? Would the transmission of 
data to and from L.C. be on-line or by machine-readable tapes as at present? 
Would L.C, maintain a comprehensive file of national resources on-line or 
would it coordinate its files with other organizations? 

It seems clear that the strategy for transmitting bibliographic data in 
its varied formats is far siinpler than the strategy for accumulating 
authoritative input. Are existirg library networks necessarily the best 
mechanism for disseminating and accumulating bibliographic information? 

The problems of maintaining records in a bibliographic data base appear 
to be more than the creation and accumulation of records. iVhat functions^ 
beyond making bibliographic information available are planned! Will holdings 
information be recorded nationally, or nationally and regionally? Are sub- 
sets of data to be available in printed or microform to serve a? a full 
catalog for types of libraries? WiU the national bibliographic data base 
be one giant files with several Copies in various locations or a series of 
interconnected files with some unique and some redundant records? Will ell 
records be maintained on-line or only the most recent or the records of a 
particular region or group of ribraries? 

There are obviously many details to be worked out before we can define 
the content, form and utility of a national bibliographic data base. It seems 
evident that the Library of Cangress is the logical source to assume the 
leadership role and we applaud its efforts. We would also hope that L.C. 
would assume the research and development functions to support the components 
of a national system. 

Access to the National Bibliographic Data Base 

Some of the questions relationg to access to the national bibliographic 
data base are implicit in the previous remarks. The content of the national 
record is designed to support multiple functions, but there are clear limits 
to the number and type of demands which can be met on-line even with multiple 
data bases. A variety of off-line products are planned to serve special needs, 
and these will reduce the amount of '*on-lineness'» which is required. Some of 
the kinds of questions which arise in relation to access ami who can access 
the national bibliographic data base or bases on-line? Only networks? Only 
major libraries? What functions will be supported: bibliographic verification, 
collating information, copying, modifying, augmenting the record? Will access 
to on-line data bases be primarily for generation of local records? What kinds 
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of access keys will be provided? What will the cost of on-line access bo? 
Will L.C. support alternative use of the national bibliographic data base 
through off-line access if on-line access is limited to creation of record 
functions? 

Biblio graphic Acc ess Jind the L ocal lahrary 

It may be ^f^iimed that tiie local librar)- (a term used to designate ri 
library providirig direct service to a defined clientel) will continue to 
acquire the resources most needed to meet local responsibilities and will 
need records to support local access. (The scope of resources held locally 
may v^ell be reduced as dependable external sources and locating and delivery 
mechanisms are developed The local access records would need to contain 
holdings information to the piece level at mlnimuiTi as well as physical 
location. It is conceivable that functions such as verification and collo- 
cating requiring full bibliographic records could be shared with other 
lihrariet and alternative forms of access would be acceptable (i.e., book, 
fichc, card, on-line). Similarly some acquisition, serial, and circulation 
functions could be supported with considerably less than a full bibliographic 
record held locally if dependable access was available to more complete 
reeords as required. It is important in national planning to recognise the 
need of local libraries for simple readily available record identification 
mechanirms to reduce the dependence on locally generated bibliographic records 
Further requirements of a local library are the ability to generate recorda 
in-house or through a service bureau with various options on the content and 
format of recorus (i.e.i on-line, off-line products, full or partial records). 
The local library must also be able to log on holdings easily if such data 
are not captured through a service bureau, and it must be able to acquiro 
performance data for planning purposes. 

The local library would appear to have several options for acquiring 
necessary records for its operation. Records could be generated in-hoyse 
with local equipment if dependable access was available to comprehensive 
bibliographic records. If access to machine readable bibliographic data is 
readily available, preferably on-line, prepackaged hardv^are, software systems 
operating on a mini-computer might be used to advantage in libraries having 
a relatively high volume of transactions. Otherwise a service bureau may 
provide records on demand in a variety of formats for in-houss use if such 
processing is not porformed locally. 

Although the local library may have a variety of options for securing 
local records it will be dependent upon external bibliographic resources for 
extending the limits of local holdings. On-line searching also provides a 
dimension and flexibility in searching ?iot available with conventional tools. 

Areas for Cooperative^ Endeayjar 

The foregoing description of possible modes of operation for librnries 
at the national and local levels indicates considerable opportunities for 
more effective sharihg of costs in acquiring and processing resources. Since 
the volume of communications and quantity of inforination to be exchanged 
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between libraries is very large, it is oviJent th^t stvno inrerfricing 
niechanisms are required. A variety of intralibrary organization^ have 
arisen to meet those neuJs. Such organisations are sometimes caliej con= 
sortia or networks and generally have a geographic dimenHion, Function^ 
performed vary froin facilitating nccesh resQurces through direct accost 
agreements, inter library loan compact? and delivery systems with or without 
holdin}\s infoimat ioii , service bureau services for record and processing infor- 
mation', brokerage for collection and dissemination of bibliographic information 
a communication route or switching point, and related activities. For purposes 
of discussion here onr definition of a network is limited to electronic trans- 
mission and storage bibliographic inforTnation as a part of a national system 
In this context, and with the objective of developing an economical and respon- 
sive mechanism there are a number of questions which require resolution. 
Some oxample are: 

1, What functions which fall between the national and local 
Icvei are required to support a national intornation 
system? (e.g., what function remains If a national data 
base is supporting a local min i -computer system?) 

2. IVhich of the fDllowing kinds of services are desirable 
and what are the appropriate geographic or political 
boundaries? Are such boundaries identical for each 
funct ion? 

^coordination of collection development 
^maintenance of holdings information 
^maintenance of bibliographic records (i.e., copy 

of national record or subset! 
^communication route for members within network, 

and between network and national sources 
^responsibility for interlibrary loan transactions 

beyond supplying holdings information 
^responsibility for generation, maintaining, or 

disseminating bibliographic records 
^responsibility for quality control of bibliographic 

data 

3, What are the factors which determine the appropriate, 
necessary combination of functions for a viable network? 

^v^hich functions are subject to economics of scale? 
-what hardware configuration is required to support 

bibl iographically related functions and what is the 

optimum load? 
^what is the relationship between high volume for a 

limited number of functions and lower volume for 

a wider range of functions? 

4. How valid are the following constraints on the size and 
configuration of a network? 
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Apolitical boundaries 
^funding routes 

^hardware and software capacity versus cost 
^size, quality, availability of network staff 
^telecommunication costs 

^storage capacity and cost versus telecomraunications 
costs 

^efficient goveimaTice, decision making mechanism 
^complexity of functions versus intercommunication 
requirement.^ for consultation, decision making, 
education 

5. What are the opportunities to Htructure records and access to 
records? What is the optimuni cost/benefit configuration? 

^hierarchy by frequency of use 
^hierarchy by functions supported 
^aiternativo formats, access methods 

6. How Valid is community of interest (e.g., type of 1 ibrary) versus 
geographic boundaries as a bi\,Mis for cooperative arrangements? 
(e.g., closeness of cooperation versus support of limited functions) 

7. What trends and technological changes may be anticipated in the 
next 5 to 10 years and what implication do these have on intar- 
l ibrary dependence? 



Suminar)'' jnd General Conclusions 

The intent of this paper was to speculate about issues relating to the 
generation of a comprehensive national bibliographic data base, the modes of 
access to this data base, the impact of this utility on local library operations, 
and the areas for intral ibrary cooperation. There are obviously more 
questions than answers at this point. Soine general conclusions which may be 
started are^ 

1. The assumption of responsibility for generation and maintenance 
of a comprehensive national bibliographic data base by the 
Library of Congress will profoundly affect the internal 
operation of libraries and the degree of interdependence among 
them^ Or to state this point in another way, the kinds and 
amount of cooperation between libraries is strongly influenced 
by the kinds and amount of bibliographic support received from 
the national level Ci^e^* it is unlikely that local and 
regional developments have a similar impact on national develop- 
ments) * 

2, The Opportunity for a local library to alter its collection 
habits and op'^rating practices is dependent upon the kinds 
of access provided to the national bibliographic data base. 
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3, The local library will have a variety of options for interna] 
proces?inii depending upon the s^copv , content and format of 
the rt'cords which can be accessed. (Local data processing 
reuuirements are general ly greater apd more unique than is 
generally appreciated]. 

4. There is need for intralibrary mechanisms to ensure full 
access to bibliographic information and informational 
resources, but the optimuTn allocation of responsibilities 
is not known ( i . e. / present boundaries and combinations of 
services may not be the most cast effective approach in all 
cases ) . 

This paper has only begun ro scratch the surface of some of the issues 
which must be faced in planning a compreheris i ve national bibliographic data 
base. It is hoped that this effort will lead to more intensive discussion 
and eventual resolution of these issues. 



Dis cussi^on 

MR DOUGHERTY: I wondered if Mr. KilgOur would comment on the following 
characteristics do they apply to libraries or don^t they: labor mten- 
siveness; rising labor costs: reasonably stable productivity; decline of 
the quality o£ library services; increased demand for services, 

MR. KILGOUR: The third one is not so. 

MR, DOUGHERTY: I thought you had made the comment that basically, the pro- 
ductivity o£ our staff is reasonably stable? 

MR, KILGOUR: Yes, if the staff are stable, the productivity is stable. 

MR. DOUGHERTY: Has the profession, by and large, been slow to respond to new 
technology? 

MR. KILGOUR: Susan Martin pointed out that there has been a remarkably rapid 

response, but there has not been the technology to which to respond, 

MR JArKSOM: I want to point out that this technology did not exist 25 years 
ago It is relatively recent, and I think there has been an extremely rapid 
response to it. The reason that I mention it is that if I were to agree to 
those points, I am also describing the problems which beset the U.S. Postal 
Service. We might be able to learn some lessons from their plight. 

MR, KILGOUR: Well, the labor intensiveness of the Postal Service is about 
Ss'percent about 85 percent of their budget is salary and wages. For 
research libraries, it is 55 to 60 percent, 

MR, JACKSON: It is higher than that now. It already is somewhere between 
75 and 80, I believe. 
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MR. KILGOUR: Well, thoro is much to do. Yes, you are quite right. Of course, 
there are other aspects of the Postal Service. The Postal Service has got a 
monopoly on first class mail, for instance, and there is a deterrent to using 
a technology, I hope that we never have a monopoly of on-line operations in 
the United States 

MR. JACKSON: That was my next point, namely that we begin to see cracks in 
the U,S, Postal Servicers monopoly and that is going to exacerbate the situation 
Libraries and other agencies are beginning to turn to alternative sources of 
delivery. What I am trying to do is reinforce some of the points you made, 

and maybe we can learn something froni someone else-s Jilemma, 

MR. KILGOUR: Last week the chief of our computer facility division called me 
and said, "T am looking right down a gun barrel at a strike at UPS/' It 
happened, and we are back with the U=S. Postal Service. Let me go on to say 
that my current fueling is that as far as networks like OCLC are concerned in 
the Unit^ States^ there has got to be a minimum of three and maybe more like 
OCLC in order to have competition. It ought to be an open martketplace economy, 
and there should be competition and there should be cooperation and there should 
be security; and it would be much too expensive to maintain the security, the 
additional redundancy necessary to cover, let us say, if there were Qnly two. 
Each one would have to have twice as much equipment as it would have to have. 
There are a variety of problems^ but I certainly agree with you about the 
Postal Service: not only in its labor intensiveness , but in its unattractive 
results of its monopolistic situation. 

One more observation: you raised the matter of fees, whether or not a 
person is philosophically in favor of it or opposed. I think we have probably 
unleashed a change of events^ the consequences of which we do not fully under-- 
stand yet. I think it would be wise for ARL to establish a mechanism to 
monitor and to see what the impacts are. I think there are going to be some 
real surprises, and I think it is important for us to keep an eye on this. 

MR. DE GENNARO! Are you speaking about interlibrary loan fees or fees in 
general? 

MR. KILGOUR: That is the beginning, but I think it is spreading into other 
areas. 

MR, DE GENNARO: That is a good observation. We have an interlibrary loan 
committee: It is going to get active again in this area, as you will hear 
at the business meeting this afternoon. 

MR. SCHMIDT; Well, as long as I opened up the marketplace model economic 
issue earlier, I guess Mr. Dougherty has really given me a kick in the head 
with the analogy of the Postal Service. It strikes me, however, that there 
are other potentially profound consequences of various kinds of marketplace 
models that are of concern to me. For example, if the marketplace model is 
a competitive marketplace (I do not think that there are those kinds of 
marketplaces in any nineteenth century sense of that phrase) --can we afford 
to have something prove out to be the Studcbaker or the Edsel of the marketplace 
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Now, mentioned in purely economic terms, the answer probably i? yes. 
But in terms of responsibility for the preservatiOTi of the inteilectiuil 
resources for the nation and recorded thoughts of inankind and all of the rest 
of those kinds of things, it is quite a different question , it seems to me. 
It is profoundly depressing to me that something that might represent the 
bibliographic access to x number of items should be potentially the Studebaker 
or the Edsel . On the other hand^ it seems to me that we are not wise in 
agreeing, nor are we wiUlng to agree to a monopolistic model. 

MR, KILGOUR: Ray Frantz and I were talking on the way from the airport a 
couple of days ago about goverancc of the networks and he was mentioning the 
problems in solving that. 

NtR. FFiANTZ: SOLINET has about 120 members now^ and I remember the first meeting 
that we had. I guess about 9S people showed up. I will never forget the first 
question* Someone stood up from a library and said every library ought to 
have an equal vote. But that was not considered for long^ and that sort of 
thing has not arisen again. I think that Mr. De Gennaro hit it on the point: 
we are getting such cost effective service, many of us, that we are concentrat- 
ing on this. But I think it is going to arise again because a variety of 
services are wanted. It seems to me that it comes down to a difference of 
interpretation of libraries and the way these operations pay for service, and 
that we will be embarking upon a business enterprise. I do not see how you 
can have total democracy as a business enterprise. You could have a meeting 
at which every board of directors is suddenly overturned. You could have a 
complete lack of continuity in the board and play revolving chairs, when a 
very great continuity is needed. So the only thing I have come out with is 
to appeal to the membership to realize the diversity and to realize it is 
not a game. We must put the interests of the diversity first and learn from 
management the best way to proceed, I do not know if an educational process 
can cure it, but I think something has to be done before we cm react to a 
crisis that suddenly surprises everybody at an open meeting. I worry about 
this very much, 

MR, KRITZER: OCLC was started by a group of small and large colleges getting 
together and deciding what they felt was needed* OCLC is governed in a 
democratic fashion by the same group. It is now expanded to include large 
and small public libraries, so there is a diversity in sizes and a diversity 
in t)^e of libraries. As far as I can tell, it still seems to be working well 
without the kind of problems that Mr. Frantz has brought up, so it is not 
necessary that there be these kinds of problem. 

MR, DE GENNARO: One thought that I had with regard to a point that Mr. Kilgour 
made about the desirability of having some competition in this area let us 
say three networks: if we did that, it seems to me to imply that the individual 
libraries would have the freedom to move from one network to the other, taking 
advantage of the lower costs and other things. If this were the case, it seems 
to me to go against the concept of networks that we are now building, where 
there is a kind of loyalty in the membership. You have your members and they 
belong to you, but if the prices at BALLOTS got significantly lower than at 
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:it OCLC, can wc afford to liavc the members of our network suddenly shifting 
over and changing vendors, so to speak? 

MR, KILGOUR: I think the answer is yes, wo can afford to have that happen. 
There arc^ however, ^omc situations in which you can have competition that 
really is not perhaps fair competition; and we have a situation arising right 
now in thn case of BALLOTS in this regard. There are a couple of probleras 
here, but what is going on is that at OCLC and BALLOTS, at BALLOTS" suggestion, 
we are working out a way in which the lasers of each of the data bases can use ■ 
the other* s data base. In tlie event it is not in the OCLC data base, the OCLC 
participant cm query the BALLOTS'data base and vice versa. 

There are a couple of major problems and I will admit to one. One of the 
problems here, obviously^ is BALLOTS' data base is something like 600^000 entric 
and the OCLC data base is one of 2,100,000. nvery study that has been done 
except one by Ryburn Ross, shows that the percentage of usable records in the 
OCLC data base is higher than the BALLOTS' data baSGj and there is the danger of 
the BALLOTS 'users migrating to OCIX:. This can be avoided, T am quite sure, by 
the manner in which charges will be done and the way it will be set up, so you 
can have the cooperation and still not subject one of the members who is coop- 
erating because of an accidental situation, to the liability of losing its 
participants. There arc other problems, but that is one. 

MR. PINGS: At the moment, I am acting director of MIDLNET, the consortium in 
Michigan. My observation is that it is the governance aspect tliat is the 
difficult one, from where 1 sit. Generally, it has been accepted, intellect- 
ually, that the computer-sensitive record is here and wc have got to use it. 
It is wiien you move over into starting to use it Tliat people get threatened. 
Now that threat can arise almost an>^here and at any time. It can be a union; 
it can be a director of a library; it can be a library that has been going on 
for a long time and all of a sudden with the changing about, people say, "we 
are not govorned right. You did not tell us this. We could not anticipate 
this,^* 

I think those are healthy kinds of things to happon to us. Now^ if you 
:jre going to be threat ened^ then^, you see, you conserve. Now, the kind of 
tkiing 1 thoiight you were saying iSj it can always be used as the excitement 
of being innovative and doing other things. Now, which posture are you going 
to take? ft is pretty hard when you are threatened or the union is threatc-nod 
or the lie-id of technical services is threatened, to have an even keel. You 
fiave to L)lmtic somebody. This is just being meant in a different way, but I 
think what we have not recognized is that we are talking to each otberj that 
is, the whole library community; and we are going to have to talk to each 
other in different ways. Wc are going to have to hoar each other differently. 
I think that is part of the excitement of living in the era that we are now 
living iru So, we are going to be improving ourselves in new and different 

MR. IK)1-S: It is obvious that nt some future time we ought to have a program 
on the effect of whr^t wo have been discussing and what Mr. Ping^s talking 
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about " manageinont in libraries. I think wo ought to have a prograin so we 
will bcoin to^ articulate the fact that what we have to do in our shops is 
going to be affecting our staffs, does affect the hiring rate of librarians, 
and it does affect switching them around, 

MR. BOWMVN: Wc ought to go back to what Mr. Kilgour said at the beginning, 
that network libraries arc not for librarians, they arc for users. 
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THE RESEARCH LIBRARIES GROUP 



James Skipper 
Research Libraries Group 



Five or six years ago I addressed the Association of Research Libraries 
on the then-new subject of a possible economic depression in higher education. 
Following two decades of unprecedented expansion, libraries were at that time 
experiencing the first evidence of losses in purchasing power. The dimension 
and persistence of the impending recession were not clearly visible, and I 
suggested that only time would reveal whether libraries might only have to 
trim their financial sails, or perhaps redesign the entire ship. 

More recently, after reflecting on the present and probable future of 
institutional abilities to maintain services, the directors of the libraries 
which founded RLG (Columbia, Harvard, Yale and the Research Libraries of the 
New York Public Library) were convinced that an increasing gulf was being 
created between reader needs and the ability of their libraries to satisfy 
the expectations of constituents. The aggregate resources of these libraries 
numbering some 27.5 million volumes, 247,000 current serial subscriptions, 
and operating budgets of approximately $45,000,000 were judged to be in- 
. sufficient for meeting present needs, and future prospects were uncertain, 
at best. There were doubts that we would again experience the doubling of 
staff and a tripling of budgets which were characteristic of the 1960s. 

While It is true that financial pressure was partly responsible for the 
establishment of the Research Libraries Group, the concepts underlying RLG 
are rooted in more permanent and fundamental principles than simple economic 
adversity. The aspirations of RLG go beyond the development of supplemental 
programs for improving existing bibliographic and physical access in individual 
libraries; they are founded on new perceptioiis of the ways in which libraries 
can organize their efforts as a consortium to improve services while reducing 
the rate of Increase in operating budgets. This exercise is somewhat related 
to what has been called the dynamics of the potted plant, or how to maintain 
health and vigor under conditions of limited growth. 

Planning for RLG was brought into focus through a report written by 
Joseph Rosenthal of Berkeley. Developmental activity was made possible by 
general support grants from the Mellon and Sloan foundations, supplemented 
by membership dues and uncounted hours of contributed staff time from each 
member. An Executive Director (now President) was appointed m August, 1974, 
and the RLG office, originally occupying space provided by Columbia University ^ 
moved to Branford. Connecticut in April, 1975, where The Research Libraries 
Group was incorporated as a not-for-profit corporation in December, 1975. 
Present staff consists of three positions in the Bibliographic Center at the 
Yale Library and four in the executive office, including a Vice-President 
for Systems and a Senior Systems Analyst. The Group is governed by a Board 
of Directors made up of three appointed representatives from each member 
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Institution, and the President, who also serves as Chairman of fho Hxecurive 
Committee of the Board. 

RLG deliberately limited embership during its formative years, not in 
an attempt to bo exclusivG, bu in rosponse to the fact that difficulties 
in achieving common policies and objectives among old and complex institutions 
increase exponentially with each additional momber. The Research Libraries 
Group is committed to expanding membership at the appropriaTc* time and is 
considering the possibility of providing services to other rihraries on a fee 
basis * 

RLG has attempted to identify a limited number of programs which have 
the potential for making a major impact in improving services to our users 
and which can be sustained on a cost-effective basis by membership support. 
We acknowledge that in some areas it will be difficult to obtain measure- 
ments of benefit with any degree of precision. External funding will be 
sought for planning and developmental workj but RLG program must be of 
sufficient value to members to justify their paying for operational costs. 

One obvious program opportunity is the improvement of access to the 
collective pool of materials found in member libraries. A set of policy 
statements has been drafted by a committee and adopted by RLG which assures 
reciprocity of access to RLG collections for qualified users from any member 
institution. Modes of access include interlibrary loan, photocopy^ and on- 
site, visits. Unlike many interlibrary loan programs, service to under- 
graduate students is an integral part of the RLG system. As an example of 
commitment by RLG members toward expanding collections, in October ^ 1974 
the Trustees of the New York Public Library made a historic decision in 
allowing books to circulate outside the Research Libraries to users in other 
RLG libraries. 

The operation of the Shared Access Program is the responsibility of the 
RLG Bibliographic Center, located in space provided by the Yale University 
Library. The Center manages a TWX and United Parcel Service communications 
network which assures speedy and reliable transmission of interlibrary 
requests and responses among members. The performance of the system is 
continually monitored for delays in response time^ and we are accumulating 
data concerning the characteristics of borrowers and the materials they 
request, as well as the nature of materials which cannot be found within 
RLG. Our members continued to act as a national resource for other libraries, 
lending a total of 127,000 items in 1974-75^ while borrowing 12,700. 

Related to the intent to share the collective bibliographic wealth of 
RLG collections is the requirement that we protect and preserve these 
resources for the benefit of future generations. The problem of deteriorating 
papers while not so noticeable in newer libraries, is a special difficulty 
for those collections which have been developed over longer periods of time. 
An RLG committee is presently drafting recommendations for our preservation 
program. With microfilming technology being the best presently available 
method for preserving text^ RLG has budgeted $100,000 for each of the next 
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two year«^ for this purpose. We have also asked the Library of Congress to 
discuss the possibility of RLG's depositing its present inventory of some 
100,000 reels of master negatives "at LC, thus making them more accessible 
on the national level. 

Strong research libraries tend to be a confederation of strong special 
collections, and ways must be found to assure the continuance of adequate 
financial support for these national resources. In a time of seriously 
restricted purchasing power for acquisitions, the reduction in the amount of 
unnecessary duplication among RLG members is seen as one of the best ways to 
assure that the quality of the special collections in these libraries might 
be maintained. This effort constitutes the second major RLG program. We 
have established a system for reviewing new serial subscriptions to deter- 
mine if one library might take responsibility for obtaining and maintaining 
the title in the interest of the other members. A similar program has Deen 
developed for coordinating the cancellation of existing subscriptions to 
assure that no unique title of scholarly interest will become unavailable to 
readers, and items costing more than $200 are reviewed by our Collection 
Development Committee in an effort to identify one institution which might 
acquire in the interest of others. 

Central to RLG interests is the application of computer technology to 
a wide range of bibliographic operations. As even the wealthiest of our 
libraries finds it impossible to justify the expense of creating a compre- 
hensive computer-based bibliographic processing system for its own use, 
RLG is committed to developing a single system to serve the needs of present 
and future members. 

The requirements of the system has been specified by an RLG committee 
in a document recommending a broad range of products and services. Con- 
ceptually the system is based on the creation of a union catalog controlled 
by a single authority file for titles added to the collections of member 
libraries, and is not limited to a catalog card production service which 
responds to the cataloging practices of individual libraries. 

The creation of an integrated system requires the adaption of uniform 
cataloging standards among RLG libraries, and it has been agreed that this 
standard should be based on the Anglo-American Cataloging Rules - North 
American Text, as practiced by the Library of Congress. While most of our 
members follow the Library of Congress either entirely or with minor 
exceptions. R[,G is conducting a survey to identify variant cataloging 
practices which need to be modified. As another example of membership 
Support of RLG objectives, the Harvard College Library has announced that 
it will adopt Library of Congress cataloging practices in the summer ot 19/b 

Not only will the use of uniform cataloging practices facilitate 
bihlioeraphic access among RLG libraries, but also it has the potential of 
making it possible for members to contribute regularly to a national data 
base many thousands of titles cataloged by RLG members which will not be 
acquired and cataloged by the Library of Congress. To further this objective 
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our evontuai goal is to share a common computer-based authority file with 
the Library of Congress and other library networks. 

It is RLG policy to develop and expand its bibliographic processing 
system, so far as possible, by borrowing and adapting computer programs 
which might be acquired from other existing systems. As an examplej the 
Software package for the Yale acquisition system is being modified to pro- 
cess and monitor activities in the RLG serials review program. Our union 
list of serials will be produced by a system now installed at the Harvard 
College Library but originally acquired from Berkeley in exchange for the 
book catalog program from the New York Public Library, 

Of immediate interest to our mechanization objectives is a cooperative 
development program between RLG and the Library of Congress. Under Phase I 
of this program, we will test the economics and feasibility of providing 
library networks with direct, on-line access to machine-readable biblio- 
graphic records at LC, Utilizing programs and systems now established at 
LCj NYPL^ and Columbia^ the project will establish a data base of records 
reflecting titles added to RLG collections. Title searches not satisfied 
by the RLG file will be switched to LC and, if found, the record will be 
transferred back to the RLG data base. This cooperative project between 
RLG and the Library of Congress is viewed as the first step toward the 
establishment of a more comprehensive bibliographic processing system to 
serve the needs of present and future members of RLG* 

If the eighteen month Phase I program is successful, funding will be 
Sought to support Phases II and III, which involve the design and instal- 
lation of equipment for a sophisticated system to facilitate library net- 
work-to-network communications. Files at the Library of Congress as well as 
bibliographic data bases at other library network centers can be searched 
once standards for message switching and line protocol have been set by the 
library community* The Library of Congress will need this capability to 
handle the demand created by the anticipated National Bibliographic Service, 
Such a telecoramunications system will also make it possible for other net- 
works to contribute cataloging inforraatlon to the LC data base; i*e, through 
bi-directional data eKchange. It is anticipated .that other library organi- 
zations will participate with RLG and LC in the design of the system. 

In establishing the Research Libraries Group as an alternative to 
attempted local self-sufficiency, it is natural that there should be many 
policy and procedural problems which must be adjudicated* However, the 
real challenge and the ultimate objective of RLG, is to alter the attitudes 
of library staff, faculties and stadents concerning library service. 
Historically^ these perceptions have reflected a parochial view, with a 
focus largely limited to meeting reader needs from local collections, RLG 
presents the opportunity for a balance in library service objectives by 
emphasizing the availability of information regardless of the source. 
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RLG is acutely aware of its ^responsibilities for developing programs 
which are in harmony with national plans and standards. We are convinced 
that our objectives are consonant with recommendations of the National 
Commission on Libraries and Information Science cpncerning network activities, 
as well as with the objectives noted by the Library of Congress in its pro- 
posal for a National Bibliographic Service, However, realizing that in 
some areas we must move forward in the absence of national planning, it is 
our intention that RLG's efforts must have the capability of interacting 
with, and contributing to, emerging standards on the national level. 
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RLG-LC CONNnCTION 



William Welsh 
Deputy Librarian of Congress 



I am going to call this the U.S. Connection. The Research Libraries 
Group (RLG) and the Library of Congress (LC) are jointly involved in a project 
of great promise. The project can be described as a three-phase effort. How- 
ever, the funds for the project^ which were successfully sought by the RLG for 
both RLC and LC, cover only Phase I. Phase I may be briefly summarized as a 
pilot project whereby a communications link will be installed between the RLG 
computer at the New York Public Library (NYPL) and the LC computer to allow the 
RLG members to access and acquire LC machine-readable bibliographic records. 
The grant funds will be used for personnel and equipment where needed for both 
RLG and LC, as well as for the cost to access the LC data base and for report 
preparation and publication. The life of the pilot, both development and opera- 
tion, is for a period of 18 months. 

The pilot project will begin with two of the four RLG members, NYPL and 
Columbia University Libraries. These institutions will be joined by Harvard 
and Yale if project experience indicates that the services are beneficial. The 
RLG libraries, as part of the cataloging process for new acquisitions ^ will 
first search the files of the RLG data base* The search will be made via video 
terminals installed at both NYPL and Columbia, connected to the computer at the 
New York Public Library. If the local search is successful, the bibliographic 
record found will be modified as required via terminal editing and added to the 
file of the particular institution. Cataloging products will be produced if 
desired. If the local search is unsuccessful, the user will rekey his request, 
which will be transmitted from the NYPL computer via communication lines, to 
the computer at the Library of Congress and will initiate a search of the LC 
files by invoking its programs. 

If this latter search is unsuccessful, the institution initiating the search 
will revert to local cataloging procedures. If the search is successful, that 
is, if a "hit*' is made between the search auery and the LC data base, the record 
will be transmitted on-line from the computer at LC to the computer at NYPL 
and will become part of the requesting institution's cataloging file. The LC 
MARC record may also be modified by the RLG institution prior to adding it to 
the institution's file. In addition, the original MARC record will be kept. In 
all instances the cataloging record will be posted to the union catalog. 

During the pilot project,, the RLG will have the opportunity to begin the 
development of future RLG systems* The member libraries will improve their 
cataloging throughput time by sharing machine-readable cataloging data within 
RLG and having rapid access to the LC files. The records will be used for cata- 
log card production although this product is seen only as an interim one; ".nng- 
range goals of RLG include the elimination of card catalog maintenance by includin 
all new entries in a computer-based catalog only. In addition, the cataloging 
services provided by the pilot operation will support the present NYPL book 
catalog program. 
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The Phase 1 project will utilize as much as possible the already- 
developed computer systems at both NYPL and LC. Since both organisations 
have similar hardware configurations (IBM 370 series) and both use an IBM 
support system (Customer Information Control System), modifying existing 
procedures to install the link between the two is relatively simple, 

As you know, LC for some time has been involved in the design and 
implementation of a system to satisfy the requirements for placing our 
collections under bibliographical control and to provide tools used by LC, 
e.g., the name and subject authorities, cataloging records, etc, to the 
national and international bibliographic community. In order to provide 
both internal and ©xtemal services, the MARC Development Office has expended 
considerable effort over the past several years installing an on-line system. 
This facility (called the Multiple Use HAKC System) is presently used in the 
Library of Congress for several operations, e.g., the correcting of MARC 
records, creating records for materials in process of cataloging, and 
searching files, etc. 

The MARC Search Service operating under the MUMS system provides on- 
line access currently to the entire file of MARC records for books. The 
on-line MARC file is updated nightly to reflect all records added, corrected, 
or deleted during the previous day. Records still in the process of veri- 
fication are included, as are Cataloging in Publication (CIP) records. The 
Service will also provide access to records for materials in process, COMARC 
records, records for serials, niaps, and films, and Canadian, Austral ian^ 
British, French, and other national bibliography records, as these files 
become available on-line. 

A request by LC card number directly retrieves the corresponding unique 
bibliographic record, if the desired record has already been input to machine- 
readable form in preliminary or final form. The full LC printed card catalog- 
ing information is displayed* If the LC card number is not know^ the desired 
record may be searched using either an author/title or a title search key. 
Any combiniation of main or added authur and bibliographic or other title 
may be used in creating the search key. 

If more than one record (up to a maximum of 30 records at the present 
time) are retrieved as the result of a search key, the several records are 
displayed consecutively in filing sequence by main entry and title, or by 
title and data in the case of a title search. If more than 30 records are 
retrieved, or if the searcher wishes to limit the number of records displayed, 
a qualifier may be specified, A qualifier is a word or phrase that must be 
present somewhere within a designated field or group of fields. For example, 
if the qualifier *'author-Collins" is added to the author/title search key, 
only those records matching the search key and having the word "Collins'' in 
either a main or added entry field will be displayed. In most cases, this 
qualification technique reduces to a very few the number of records displayed. 

Additions and improvements to the service now under development include 
the display of multiple records in brief form on a single screen. The searche 
can quickly determine whether the desired record is present and, if it is, Com 
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mand the display of the full record. Additional indexes are also being developed 

to allow searching by personal or corporate author, subject, series, LC call 

number. Decimal Classification number, and ISBN, It is this search facility 

that will be used by the RLG libraries to access the LC data base. 

Limited additional software will be required at the Library of Congress 
to transmit the requested record in the MARC communications format and the ALA 
extended character set from the LC computer to th j NYPL computer, to provide 
new transaction procedures and possible error conditions. 

The software to be used at the NYPL facility also consists principally 
of components already in existence. The components include a program developed 
by NYPL staff for updating bibliographic records on-line and a program developed 
by staff of the Columbia University Libraries for printing 3x5 catalog cards. 
The catalog card program will require modification to enable it to run at a site 
other than Columbia and to add certain features to provide the flexibility to 
satisfy the specifications of several Institutions. Additional software must 
be developed to accept the LC search key coimnands and transmit them to the LC 
computer, to receive messages from LC's system, and to process the MARC record. 

In order for either party to benefit from the results of the RLC-LC project, 
it is essential to collect statistical data. These data will support future work 
at LC and RLG, as well as assist in evolving national network developments. 
Software will be written for the NYPL computer to capture information about trans- 
actions and present this information in a condensed form for analysis. The re- 
sults will become the basis of a technical report which will be made available 
to the community. At the end of Phase I project, a final report will be written 
jointly by the staff of the RLG and LC describing the results of the project 
and recomJUending future actions. 

The RLG institutions, although working with a limited operational system, 
will be taking the first step toward the goal of a union catalog. The data col- 
lected during the project will provide cost models so the next generation of 
planning can proceed more effectively based on the results provided by empirical 
data. Even though Phase T is considered a pilot, cataloging services will be 
available to the RLG members from the system. The rapid access to LC files 
should be cost beneficial by reducing local processing needs and providing more 
timely services. 

The transaction loads on the LC computer generated by the RLG activity will 
also be used by LC as a model for future proj ections . We will be able to experi- 
ment based on traffic loads with procedures for providing access to the LC con- 
figuration by outside user demands, and simultaneously servicing internal LC re- 
quirements. The data captured by the statistical programs will permit the develop 
ment of procedures and cost models as well as billing algorithms based on actual 
experience. 

Phase I tests the sharing of resources between two specific library computer 
systems. The proposed second and third phases explore the extension of this 
resource sharing to a large number of library computer systems. 



44 



As the national network develops and regional networks are created, 
there will be a need for s y%tm capable of interconnecting these systeins 
and allowing data exchange .iiiiong a large nuinber of bibliographic data bases* 
This system is obviously far more complex than that required for Phase I* 
It must include at least the following: (1) the capability for the different 
systems to use the networks for different purposes authori title, and 
subject searching, acquisitions and ordering, and interlibrary loan; (2) the 
capability to interconnect systems which use computers manufactured by differ- 
ent vendors and with different software systems; (3) the capability to pro- 
tect the various systems connected to the network from the effects of failure 
at one or more of the other systems on the network; (4) the capability for a 
system to connect to the national network through a single standard interface. 
When a network with these capabilities is developed, the full benefits of 
national interchange of bibliographic data in the on-line mode will be realized 

One of the more promising ways to build such a network is to use a multi- 
computer as an interface between each regional and/or local system. The inter^ 
connection among these systems becomes the national networks We intend to 
test this apprDach by actually developing such a mini-computer interface and 
installing and testing two of them, one each at RLG and LC, 

In Phase 2, requirements of the system will be specified^ the common 
network protocol will be agreed upon> hardware will be selected, and detailed 
plan for Phase 3 will be prepared. This will provide the means for writing 
a project propDSal requesting funds for Phase 3* Phase 3 will be the imple- 
mentation of the System specified by Phase 2 and will result in an operating 
system at RLG and LC, which can be extended to other participants. 

Assuming that this system is successful, very substantial benefits will 
result. These include: (1) the establishment and testing of network 
communication protocol standards; (2) the specification of network hardware; 
(3) the development of network software logic; (4) the development of a 
relatively inexpensive system which can be replicated and expanded to form 
the basis for planning the continuing development of the national bibliographic 
network. 

Th# hational benefits of Phases 1, 2, and 3 are many. Phase I by itself, 
although only involving RLG and LC, should provide some of the answers to 
questions we all ask. Phase I, followed by the successful funding and 
implementation of phases 2 and 3, will give the community early experience in 
national network design and the use of communications protocol* We will be 
able to measure the results of timely access to the MARC files at the Library 
of Congress; the tape distribution, at best^ will always be slower than on- 
line access. The Library of Congress will be better able to gauge the hard- 
ware required to serve a national network. Systems like the one proposed 
should help stretch the budget of large public and university libraries that 
are now faced with serious economic problems by making the expenditure of 
funds to serve LC also serve the national network. Thank you, 

# * * * 
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Reactors 

DAVID WEBER: I suppose a person from the West Coast is asked to participate 
on the assumption he can figure out through distance and objectivity what goes 
on in the crowdt3d Enstern corridor. So with trepidation I will try. There 
are three points I offer you as reactor. The first point is that it is well 
for us to remeiiiber that very little indeed is new on the scene of library 
cooperation. Almost all of the cooperative efforts among academic librarieSj 
with the exception of the use of computers and satellites* are ones that date 
back 40, 80 or lOO years. Let me cite as an example the formal agreement 
between Duke University and the University of North Carolina. In 1931 these 
two institutions agreed to special book collecting areas, and the libraries 
exchanged author cards for their catalogs. Four years later a messenger 
service commenced. Full borrowing privileges were extended to all members of 
each institution* 

Thus the Duke-North Carolina plan for cooperation was one of the earliest 
formal agreements for regional cooperation. It serves as a splendid example 
of what can be done and, indeed, offers some suggestions for the future. The 
agreement to share collections was one of its major efforts. Newspapers and 
government documents were divided between the two institutions as were micro- 
text sets. There were also the assignment of special emphasis in development 
of research collections in major subject areas ^ designed so as to prevent 
duplication wherever possible. For example, Duke took French literature. 
Religion, Forestry, Late German literature. Fine Arts, and academy publications, 
while the University of North Carolina took American and Spanish drama. Geology, 
Folklore, the French Revolution* Linguistics, and Early German literature. 
Collecting of state documents was divided between the two. Individual large 
sets were sometimes jointly purchased but placed in the one that was presumed 
to use it most heavily. 

By the early 19S0*s the surge of cooperative effort had subsided and the 
program was moving along as a stable and integral part of each institution. 
In 1953 the presidents of the two universities set up a committee of librarians 
and faculty to refine, reassess and expand such efforts as justified. There 
was much more effort about avoiding duplication of expensive items likely to 
be little used. Inter library lending and direct borrowing were extended. The 
use of union listing and cataloging was expanded. Binding of journals was to 
be staggered. Delivery of materials was speeded up. The 19SS redefinition of 
lending policy included stack use for all qualified borrowers of the other 
institution. 

In the 1962 library school thesis by Ardie Lee Kelly devoted to this 
program is a conclusion that: 

The intention from the beginning was to create in this 

area of North Carolina a research center that could offer 

something of what was offered by the greaj: research 

libraries in the other areas of the United States. The 

scope of the two collections represents one total resource 

and that resource is the largest book collection In the South... 
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Perhaps one of the greatest handicaps to cooperation 
and/or coordination of acquisition is the unwilling^ 
ness of the general faculty to agree to such a plan. 
They are often not agreeable to the purchase of an 
item by one library and not the other, but insist on 
duplicating a journal or set that is really needed in 
only one collection. 

The thesis cites one major set, the Acta Sanctorum, clearly an example which 
is debatable because of the way in which the set is used, not the frequency 
with which it is used, 

James Govan wrote me back in January that the consensus is that the pro- 
gram is still exceedingly worthwhile to both institutions. Yet, though it 
is a small point, he mentions that the freedom to concentrate on certain 
areas of the underdeveloped world has been a big boon to both acquisition 
programs but is the area where they are running into the most trouble because 
the lines are becoming fuzzied and because the faculties of the two institutions 
are tending less to stay within the agreed confines. There is also the 
excaedingly deep involvement of *the University of North Carolina in a state- 
wide university system which has its own ties and loyalties. A March 1976 
staff report confirms the program for joint library privileges and interlibrary 
loan service and coordinated acquisitions programs. It concludes that inter- 
library loan continues to grow, acquisitions coordination has been weakened, 
and bibliographic data sharing now awaits mutual use of a computer system, 
''While there still appears to be a wide-spread desire to cooperate, no one is 
doing very much.'* This report is part of the revitalization. Altogether 
this has and continues to be a success program. Duke and North Carolina today, 
only eight miles apart, have total resources which in numbers would rank them 
only behind Harvard, Yale and Illinois among university libraries on this 
continent. Thus one can see that the Research Library Group is like an off- 
spring in one sense of that 44 year old North Carolina effort. 

Others of this type of effort exist, of course. On the West Coast the 
newly formed Berkeley-Stanford Research Library Program has the task before 
it of further improvement of the existing rapid interlibrary loan traffic and 
commercial delivery of materials, the planned integration of formal acquisition 
policy statements, the expected addition of transportation of researchers going 
to the other institution, and the use by both institutions of the BALLOTS 
automation system for cataloging and for coordinated acquisition planning* 

Secondly, I would highlight the comment made by Jim Skipper that '^The 
real challenge and the ultimate objective of RLG is to alter the attitudes 
of library staffs, faculties, and students concerning library service." To 
my mind this is the task most needed and indeed the most difficult. iVhen 
Dr. Skipper spoke before the National Commission on Libraries and Information 
Science last November 21st he reported that: 

We have reduced, by approximately one-half, the turnaround 
time between response and request. We have considerably 
imprDVed the reliability of delivery, and we have found 
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that in vory few uu^tfincps is the rpqupsted item in 
active use In the instiTution which can supply it, 
which relieves one of otjr greatest anxieties - that 
a very active inter! ibrary acce^^s program would cause 
disruption on the local level and get the local faculty 
on our backs. This has not happened. 

From the experience at North Carolina and at other places, I feel certain 
that the faculty service (and of coufRe the upper-class and graduate student 
services) niuBt respond with material held in the other institution almost 
as rapidly as If the Harvard student, for example, were to walk across the 
Charles River and personally borrow a hook stored in the New England Deposit 
Library, It is incumbent upon the university administration to publicly 
support this different type of access to materials. It is incumbent upon 
faculty leaders and the library committeas to publicly state their encourage- 
ment and support for such a new policy of access. It is needed that students 
be told how the system can work to their advantage. And it is especially 
incumbent upon library staff - whether they be a clerk at a service desk, a 
mail room attendant, or an evening supervisor - to be able to explain why 
the books are miles away and how the system will assuredly work rapidly and 
smoothly to bring the item to the scholar. I suspect that procedurally and 
technically we can move much more quickly than we can attain this change in 
public attitude. 

A third point I would make is that there is a considerably increased 
administrative formality and legal structiire that is prevalent in library 
cooperative programs in the present decade.- One can turn to the survey by 
Carlos Cuadra and Ruth Patrick which indicates that of 125 academic library 
consortia, 60 percent had been incorporated. One may look at the Center for 
Research libraries, OCIC, and of course the Research Library Group to see the 
effort that is needed when one develops systems for mutual support that are 
of such large scale. 

For the moment, let tne add up the size of these four RLG participants in 
terms of dollars, staff and books. The Research Library Group is, of course, 
spread over 200 miles. Consider the fact that they have over 25,000,000 
volumes, a staff exceeding 3,000, and expenditures that are approaching 
$50,000,000. To approach anything like that number one has to total the 
resources of the five campuses of the University of California which are 
members of ARL, the University of Southern California, Stanford, University 
of Oregon, University of Washington, Washington State, and the University of 
British Columbia - these 11 as far apart as are Boston and Miami. 

This does indeed require an organizational formality equal to the task. 
This is expensive but requisite. Given the large scale of these four extra- 
ordinarily important and large research libraries, the legal structure and 
the administrative effort and the broad and constant staff effort is simply 
what is required by the task they have at hand. 

It reminds me of the ARL meeting in Colorado Springs where Stanford's 
President Lyman spoke to us, saying: "One can be reasonably sure that the 
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future of libraries will be shaped by the word 'more": more kinds of materials, 
more kinds of users, more kinds of services, and more kinds of relationships 
to other agencies, more dtpendence on advanced technology^ more need for 
managerial and diplomatic skills of a very high order,*' The Research Library 
Group is an excellent and admirable case in point* I applaud its effort. 

* * * * 

RAY FRANTZ: I have five concerns I would like to express to you very briefly 
as questions^ 

1. Is RLG underestimating the difficulties of linking up its 
computer with LC*s? Among the very few to do this has 
been the project of the Department of Defense^ and I 
understand it was a complicated and costly procedure. 

2. Do the four libraries comprising RLG have enough money 
to do what they propose^ even initially? 

3. Some ten years ago fale and Columbia tried to develop an 
automated system to do their medical cataloging. It 
failed because the libraries could not agree on cataloging 
practices. To what extent is this still a problem? 

4. What is the cooperative relationship between RLG and OCLC? 

5. The RLG group comprises four outstanding ARL libraries^ and 
is to a great extent representing ARL and its interests. 

It may be that the ARL should now take a stronger role in cooperating with the 
Library of Congress and RLG and not simply sit on the sidelines. It may be 
also that Fred Kilgour handed us a great opportunity to pursue this when he 
said that ARL might undertake the cataloging design and code of the new data 
base, 

I am not for a moment saying that there should be an adversary relation- 
ship, nor am I implying that with RLG and LC, I think what concerns me is 
that committees, particularly in ALA, can make decisions about such things 
as the MARC format that have wide-ranging implications; whereas, ARL has very 
little to say about this, I think our association probably should consider 
quite closely now what its role should be in helping LC-RLG, to make this a 
combined effort of the research libraries involved, and not leave it only to 
ALA or to the other groups- 

# * * * 

Discussion 

JAMES SKIPPER: I am personally assured that it can and will work because the 
attack on the problem is based on existing systems; we are not really developin 
a new characteristic. These existing systems are reasonably well known; there 
is a compatibility between the hardware used at LC and at the New York Public 
Library, What we are doing, basically, is fooling the Library of Congress 
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computer into thinking that the query coming from RLG is coming from the 
terminal within the Library of Congress, and they now have that capacity. 
Perhaps Mr. Welsh would like to ejcpand on the technical complications of 
that. 

Do we have enough money to do the job? The RLG executive committee is 
convinced that we do. We have estimates from John Knapp, who is our vice 
president for systems. We intend to put this on a partial cost recovery 
basis during the dwelopmental phase and a full cost recovery basis after 
the 18 months period. 

V/hat about the past failure in the medical library effort? I can not 
comment on that because I was not intimately involved. All I can say is 
that I am convinced personally that in the ten years since that failure, 
libraries have learned an awful lot about the necessity of commiting them- 
selves to a common course of action. They are convinced that no one insti- 
tution can create its own computer-based system. A joint effort is necessary 
to make the effort effective. They have to commit themselves to coiwnon 
standards of cataloging, and this has been agreed to. 

Ray Frantz asked a question about the relationship between RLG and OCLC. 
My position on that is one of greatest admiration. I think Mr. Kilgour and 
his group have created perhaps the most important development m librarianship 
certainly in this century, and no one should think that because RLG chooses 
to explore a different mode of access to a national data base, that this implies 
criticism of OCLC. It is not so. Fred Kilgour could not go out and tell 50 
or 60 libararies in his region to convert to a coiranon cataloging practice. 
RLG can not commit itself to this partlculpr objective and this is the essential 
difference between the two. 

The ARL connection with LC is an interesting one. When I was executive 
director of ARL we had a lot of discussion as to whether ARL should become 
an operating agency or remain an association, as it had been in the past. 
The Slavic program and the Chinese program were the first two operating 
situations that ARL got into, and it may very well be In your interest to go 
beyond that soroetime in the future. 

WILLIAM AXFORD-. Could I ask what are John Knapp 's cost estimates? 

JAMES SKIPPER- I can not quote to the penny, but we have been convinced that 
with the four member institutions, we can operate Phase 1 at a record unit 
cost of about $2.60 to $2.80 with four members participating. 

WILLIAM WELSH: I will try a different tack on anwering that first question, 
and say that of course we are not certain. We would not be undertaking a 
pilot project if we had all the answers. This is what Phase 1 is really all 
about — to give us the data which will determine our course of action. The 
money that we have is based on the best estimate available; but it is a pilot 
project to demonstrate whether we can proceed at that level or not. 



50 



5i 



With respect to cooporation* T think the entire attitude, fortunately 
forced on us by the ecoTiomx, is quite different now that it was ten years ago. 
Ten years ago everyone had a lot of money , and everyone went their own way. 
Now we are forced to conie back to a cooperative mode^ and I think that the 
standards that will result will be to the beTiefit of all of us. 

The fifth point is the one that I find niost troublesoine, and that is the 
question about ALA, ARL , and LC. 1 do not have an answeT* I w^ish I did, 
because it is true that we are in a period of development of standards, It is 
alTnost a certainty that some protDCols will he developed in this relationship 
between LC and RIG, It is also true that when we go to IFLA in August ^ we will 
be talking about the developrnent of standards which will be proniulgated or 
made available to the national and international library comniunit ies in 
October of 1977 in Brussels. 

We have the ability now to develop an international standard more rapidly 
than wo do a national standard. iVe have the ability to communicate more 
effectively with the National Library of Canada, the British Library, the 
French National Library, than we do with the group in this room. There are 
committees established in ALA that give us the opportunity to forge more 
effective communications, but there are not similar groups organized within 
ARL. I wish that were the case. I do not know what, for exaniple, the problem 
would be if you established some committees on Roiiianization and the handling 
of non-Roman alphabets and to consider our timetable for the conversion of 
machine-readable data, l^e arc faced with a very critical problem affecting 
most certainly each of you in this room. We have a task force working at 
home, but it will not reflect the joint views of ARL^ and I think this is a 
very serious shortcoming. I do not know what the answer iSt because there 
are a great many efforts involved. 

The M/\RC system was developed in the niuit uneconomical way possible 
because it was done democratically. New standards are being developed, and 
we do not really have an effective comniunication with this very distinguished 
and very important conimunity. After all, LG is a research library. 

JOHN McDDNALD: I guess T feel a little challenged by Ray Frantz's point 
nuinber five. It is true that ARL is not an operating agency, and we have 
not been able to take the direct course that perhaps Mr, Frants is advocating, 
but T would remind all of you that we have been sponsors of some very 
important studies that have led to some of these developTTients , and T think 
we can he proud. 

I had a question for Mr. Welsh that I think relates to this. One of the 
studies that we conducted and hope to build upon was the SILC study, and it 
seems to me as I listen that what is being done now in connection with RLG 
does move to some of the objectives of the SILC proposal. To be sure^ it 
does not involve as broad a segment of the ARL through the networks that 
would have been involved in what we hoped to do there, but for various reasons, 
we came to the conclusion that that effort was not timely. That does not 
niean, however, that it can not happen later, and perhaps what the ARL and LC 
are doing together will load to that development. Mayhe Mr. Welsh would like 
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tn comtiient on this, or lUivitl Wehor. wfio w:i.^ vory .ictivc in helping us develop 
what he refei-Tod to as "Son of SILC" the other day in a hoard meeting. 

i).\Vin WL'-Bt.Ri I would vvry much like to comment, because I share that view 
completelv. T rhink that what arc doing will also serve as a pilot project 
for" The prohlfms you oxpoctfid to explore in the SILC ettort, As a matrer ox 
fact you will reitienber that 1 proposed this very approach as a pilot so 1 
r,m now optimi^ric that this will providt. some of tht- answeTS that wo had 
sought in SILC 

i think it is iust a matt or of time that SUC niay arrive again in 
anorher forn,, hopefully not in Alexandria, however; but I think tlils experience 
wc have will give us the data that we desperately need. 

kUHI^RT VOWtR: I would like to take advantnge of Mr. Welsh's mention of IF LA, 
and emphasize rhe point to which he was referring. I think in terms oi this 
whole question of standardization for cataloging, the successful devel opint^nt 
of tho universal bibliographical control operation, that IFLA's ^^f^^butro. 
is one of tremendous importance in modern 1 ibrariansh Lp The developments ^ave 
occurred hecause of this international organisation, and except for the Louncil 



Librarv Resources, the American participation has been inadequate I have 
n ur.nnq for some time that the Americar, lihrary coiiiniunity must take a full 
place in helping the intermtional standardisation through UBC to move m 
cornpntihle directions for us. as well as for the rest of the world. 

STAMI.FY McELDhRRY: I want to just point up the contrast between RLG's 
activities and what we' have referred to as the electrDnic n«"orks. Tni. 
WIS a point I tried to make yesterday. I think RLG represents the efforts 
on t e'^pa; of a few libraries to effect very close initimate cooperation on 
a wide range of activities, going all the .ay l-B^" ^^^^n^ ,,,,, 

throufih data processing in the broad sense of the term, I think most networks 
represent a b"hl iopraphic data base management activity and the number of 
^oSlice bureau UnSs Sf activities, but largely related to catalog -PP- 
and in some cases, acquisition activities. There is a ^IJ^^J"" °f^^°^,^f i"'"'"'^ 
thev can support international operations ot a unique character. So vvhat . 
would like S emphasise here is that we are talking about a. organi.at on 
't^ucture that is small enough in numbers to effect a very close worU g 
rohitionshlp, which I doubt could bo done on a broad scale as xs done n 
I '.-frnnir network computing. 1 just do not see these two as compatible, 
^h s f f 1 f ap -a^^^^ but I think its pattern may --^o because 

of the possibility on the one hand of access at the natioml level to bibUo^ 
graphic daw I L assured by Mr, Welsh that all the questions 1 had raised 
yesLrdav arc answered by him. This provides a wide range ot opportuni t s 
for large libraries that have enough volume ^^I'^'^L'lJl^^]^^'^ 
computiSg. so that facility plus developments in ^^1^ min computer fi Id 
will enable us to handle a lot of internal computing Pf^^ I^™n Uv 
into a somewhat different stance with regard to networks than " /"^^e"*^)^ 
he case- I personally think that we may sea a soinewhat more ^"dependent 
osition with'regard to networks for .ome of the '^^^^^ M^l^u/ 
pending on the network for a broad range of activities. I think the RL(, 



pattern is the way that it is going to have to be used to effect very sub- 
stantial changes in the way libraries operate internally. 

JOHN LORENZ: I think the ARL hoard of dixpctors must havi- been psychic the 
day before vesterday, bfcause in its meeting it voted the acceptance of a 
new tasl< force on national library system dcvelopminit. I think this is what 
is being called for here, ro some degree. I would also like to underscore 
something that Mr. Welsh said, and that is that LC is one of the member 
ribrarifi; in ARL. ?n I rhink we havr a cotuifCt ion ; it is automatic. 

[■■RRDHRICK KIl.GOUR: Tht-re was a ineeting at the Library of Congress two weu-ks 
ago today to discuss the interrelationship between the Library of Congress 
computer' and the .New York Public Library computer, and there were two major 
questions that came out on that. I wa.s listening with both ears to what you 
said in hope that I would get an answer, and then Mr. Skipper produced some- 
thing that terrified me. The two proposals were that it could be do.nc as 
though the computer could be a terminal, and/or BALLOTS computer could be a 
terminal, or it could he done on a hardware and IBM software system. The 
reaction of the group, I thinl<. was largely that it should be hardware in- 
dependent and software indopendent . Although BALLOTS has IBM equipment, it 
could not use the intercomputer proposal that was being made. I thought I 
heard vou say that it will not be until the second phase that you would work 
on the' hardware independent relationship, and if that is true, 1 would urge 
you to do it right at the start. When Mr. Skipper said Jiat it was going to 
look like a terminal, this means that it is going to be a formated record 
which coes out. not a MARC-2 record, and you will not be complying with the 
American conmunications standard. I think this would be a real error, and 
i think you ought to get those two items reviewed so that you can comply with 
the standards in Phase 1. 

WIILIAM WFLSll: Let me just coniment on the first point. I agree completely. 
The'Veason we did not proceed to make it independent in the first place was 
the desirability of getting soraething going as quickly as possible, taking 
advantage of what we already had. Wc are certainly working toward that. 
That is the ultimate objective. I will go back and will talk ahout that some 
more. However, I agree . 

FRFDFRICK KILGOUR: I want to speak to Ray Frantz. There really is not a 
maior problem in the coraput er- to-coraput er interface in this type of application, 
As' a matter of fact OCLC already does it. and as you know, wo are on the way 
to having a romote compntor in the .SOLINBT area, which will be the sarao kind ot 
an interface. So this has been resolved with other types of computer where 
one does not T^now what the other computor i.s going to do. This is a real 
proDlc.T, but the way they will sot it up almost certainly is that the LC 
computer will bo asking the Now York Public Library computer if it has got 
something. This will work all right. The RLG computor knows that a message 
is going to be coming back and is waitiTig for it, 

STEPHEiN SALMON: I wanted to ask what sort of timetable you have in mind for 
Phases 1 and 2? 
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JAMES SKIPPKR: Phase 1 will ho nino mnnths dovel opnienta 1 and ninr months 
operat ional . 

Is'lLLIA^f KURTH: T was struck by Mr. Skipppr^s coinnient on the change that 
would be wrought by having fncnlty und other users having access ro rho 
collections of a large numher of lihrarit^'^. 1 wcnild like to stress the 
iiiiportance that I consider this whole issue has for informing faculty and 
other users before wa move ahead too rapidly to fnake theni av/are of what is 
happening through various nieans. I think in soine* respects we can do This 
individually; but perhaps we ought to colluctively give this soine thought, 
not necessarily as an ARL point of view, hut perhaps consider it at a futures 
meeting: the relationship and the respoTisibi li ty we bear to library u^er^ to 
keep them infornied uniformly and menly as we develop our new and mnre accurate 
bibliographic systems. 

WILLIAM AXFORt): T hope I can take the pTivilege of a Tiioderator to niake some 
concluding remarks. One would be that if you read, as I think all of us do, 
the unremitting litany of misery in the Chronic It^ of lUjhgr Bducjtnon with 
respect to the present straits of higher education, 1 find a meeting such as 
this to be veTy stimulating and very encouraging, partly because of local 
circumstances, but partly because of the history of research libraries, and 
the history of librarianship , as a Tnatter of fact. I think that in this 
present steady state or whatever we are woTking iiu libraries and the pro= 
fession is uniquely equipped to respond to it in the sense that the growing 
interdependency of all types of institutions is somerhing that we have 
recognized back in the good old depression days in the lySO^s, I suppose. 
So when you read in the Chronicl e of what is happening to our campuses, it is 
very encouraging to conie togeth^er here and suddenly discover what is happening 
to the libraries. Somehow or other we are responding to the challenge of a 
new era, and 1 think our accompi ishiTients today are incredible. As a matter 
of fact, I think they probably far outstrip what is going on in the level of 
higher education above us. 

I have one concern that I would just like to express to Mr, Skipper and 
N!t, Welsh. It may be personal, but many other people feel the same way. This 
is rather heady atmosphere, and I certainly share Frederick Kilgour's con- 
fidence that these problems can be solved. I do see some dollar figures 
there that bother r*- at both ends. As we move into a less affluent environ- 
ment, even less affluent for RLG and LC possibly, my concerTi here is that in 
the excitement of the development of the national bibliographic data base and 
being able to experiment with RLG on developing some of those capabilities, 
since we are also suddenly dependent on LC now for NIARC cataloging, for the 
subject control programs, and the other augmentations of that we are 
dependent on that cataloging no matter what kind of data base we are using 
I would hate to sec this basic program of LC in any way jeopardized by moving 
too quickly, to rapidly into networking at the expense of having something to 
network. In other words, we are all facing cataloging problems back home based 
on the fact that, as good as MARC is, it still is not vhat it ought to be. I 
would hate to see your timetable for 1980 for having all current catalog. in 
inachine-readable form jeopardized by this wonderful and exciting new project. 
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WILLIAM WELSH* It is so rare that somebody tells me that I am moving ahead 
too rapidly. I want to assure you that I share your views about the cost of 
all of this. I think that LC, and I imagine each one of your institutioris , 
have all spent a lot more for development than we ever dTeaTiied of doing. It 
is costing rauch. much more. To refer again to the comment I made about 
development of the M4RC format, we have the capability I think it is some- 
thing like 3B access points. I wonder as we get down the line and begin to 
apply these, how we are going to narrow that down. Mr. Kilgour has already been 
pres'suring u-? for a long time to have a less complex MARC. As we develop the 
access points, the search key strategy and develop the indexes. I a^m certain 
we aTe going to have to introduce some constraints that we did not set out to 
do. So, we are encouraged by your caution. 

WILLIAM AXFORD: Are there any other comraents before we close this section of 
the meeting'? 

JOHN LORENZ- I think there is one other virtue in LC, and that is that H is 
a public agency which reports to the Congress, which in effect reports to us. 
We are the national interest in this whole picture, and I think that this 
national interest can be expressed through the Congress, and LC J^"^ 
to respond to that kind of expression of national interest. So, 1 thinK, again, 
having this leadership in LC is having it in the right place, because it is a 
publ ic agencv. 
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TilU ROLE 01- THE LIBRARY OF CONHRIISS IN NETWORKS: 
Report of the NCLIS Study 



Alphonse Trezza 

I would like to take this opportunity to do two things this 
morning, If I might, Mindful of the importance of keeping all groups, 
especially a group such as ARL fully informed of what the National CoTrimission 
on Libraries and Information Science is doing, I am going to tell you briefly 
about a couple of out activities just so you are aware of what we are doing in 
areas which are of interest and can affect you= I was interested in a comment 
about ARL's involvement or noTi-lnvol veinent in the development of standards 
through ALA. My only comment concerns involvement - how do you make sure that 
all interested and affocted groups are involved that want to be it simply 
is impossible- I can never, for emmple, appoint a cornmittee or task force 
which would have one member of every single association that thinks It ought 
to be on it. Ivhat w^e do instead is to look at the problem, decide on the size 
of the committee, and who are the five or seven people that might bring light 
and help to this problem. Then yon select them, and once the individuals are 
selected, you can look at the memberships they hold^ and you normally see that 
they probably represent organizations such as ARL, ALA, and sometimes LC, 
depending on the purpose of the committee. 1 would suggest that one of the 
responsibilities of the ARL office might be to look at the make-up of their 
membership on the key committees in the ALA and NCLIS and other groups, and 
where they see there is an ARL memter to contact that person and say, "In 
addition to your being a member of that commictee, would you also make sure 
that we are fully informed of what is going on, so that if something is 
required by our organization^ we can be sensitive to it and be told while it 
is going on, and not learn about it when the record is published?'- In other 
words i place an obligation on your niernbers to keep the Association informed 
through its staff, and then you can respond. 

The Commission has added Ruth Tighe as a new staff member. She joi.ied 
the staff on May 3rd* We are in the process of interviewing for one 
professional position, I got a call yesterday informing me that the House 
Committee on Appropriations has approved our budget request. We will be 
increasing our secretarial staff by two- We have been requesting additional 
secretarial staff for three years. Our full staff will now consist of nine 
persons five professional, and four secretarial. We do not plan to request 
additional staff for the next two or three years. 

Regarding the Higher Education Act^ Title II-C, I want to remind you that 
in the Comniission's National Prograin Document there is a statement about the 
importance of unique and major resource collections. Some time ago I talked 
to Stephen McCarthyi and asked him to draft a discussion paper in which he 
will attempt to define and describe the criteria for determining what is a 
unique and major resource collection that should be available nationwide. Do 
all 104 ARL members fit this definition? The obvious answer is no; but how 
many do, and is it the library's whole collection or a part of the collection? 
Who will provide criteria for inclusion in the regulations? Government 
bureaucrats will, and you may or may not be involved in that decision making, 
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What SNQ are trying to do by developing this paper is to provide the Office of 
LibraTies and Learning Resources with the informatiOTi they can use in writing 
the regulations. Dr, McCarthy assures' me that h^ will have a draft which we 
^dll then share very widely with of coiirse some ARL Tnembers , among others. 
We will need your iinmediate input. We are going to have to be ready by the 
time Congress passes the bill. 

In our efforts to work more closely with the Office of Education, I met 
with Dr, Ball and offered the Coimnission ' s services in support of the Office 
of Libraries and Learning Resnurces. T suggested that we operate as an advisory 
comniittee to that Office. Dr. Bell and Dick Hays like the idea and we are now 
developing the appropriate mechanisins for implementation. We will have a direct 
relatiDnship with that Office and our strength is that, as an independent agency, 
we do not necessarily have to agree with the Administration's position. Our 
role can be one where we can participate in developing Administration policy, 

John ^-IcDonald talkt^d Co you about the copyright issues. The NCLIS, as 
you know, is undertaking a library photocopying study. The advisory committee 
to the study consists of one representative each from three organisations 
ARL, ALA, and SLA. In addit ion* there are three persons representing publ ishers 
and authors. The comniittee of six worked with the Commission staff in developiTig 
the Request for ProposaU they also, along with some of our coTnmissioners , 
reviewed all of the proposals submitted and unanimously agreed un who should be 
awarded the contract. This week the official letter went out, and I can publicly 
announce that Market Facts, Inc., Washington, D.C. has been awarded the contract. 
Obviously this study is important to ARL libraries. I urge you to fully cooperate 
if you are selected as one of the libraries in the study sample. It is not going 
to be an easy questionnaire; you will be asked to gather facts over a two to 
four week period. It is going to require work on your part, and we ask you to 
please make the effort to help us gather valid data so we can suggest solutions 
to problems of library photocopying. If we can develop the pattern of library 
photocopying and gather facts that are valid, maybe we can resolve the problems. 

You will recall that in the revision of the copyright law (S.22K there 
Is a provision which was recommended by the National Conimission well over a 
year ago, that there be a review of the section on library photocopying in 1980. 
That suggestion was supported by the six library associations (ARL, ALA, SLA, 
MLL, MLA) and put in their documentation to the coTTuriittee. It was adopted. 
This'would mean, therefore, that our study and the work of CONTIJ during the 
next two years will form the basis for any review or revision of the photocopying 
part of the copyright act in 1980. 

I have had a question on the status of the \Vliite House Conference. The 
President was asked a question in La Crosse, Wisconsin by a student from the 
UniveTsity of Wisconsin. River Falls. His question: "When will you be 
appointing IS citizens to the advisory board for the 1977 White House Conference, 
since a college student has already been recommended to you by Wisconsin National 
Committoeman Harvey J. Fish?'' The President responded. 

The Personnel Office of the White House is in the 
process of trying to cnllect the names of citisens 
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all over this country that will make up the 
advisory board. I can't give you the precise 
time or date that those recommendations will come 
from the Whitt? House Personnel Board COffice) , but 
T will check on it. I know they are in the process. 
I think we ought to have the kind of a IVhite House 
Conference you are talking about, htiether we can do it 
this year or not, 1 can't make a commitment, but lihraries 
are an esseritial part of our intellectual, academic areas, 
and we ought to have a White House Conference. We will, 
but I can't give you a precise time schedule either on the 
names or on the conference. 

T received a phone call from the Office of Management and Budget informing me 
of the President's statement. I asked if any action would be taken. They 
hedsjed. If you wish to take any action, you have to do it in the next couple 
of months, especially those of you who are in states where the primaries have 
not been held yet. You can write to the President or have your congressmen, 
especially Republican congressmen or senators, write to the President. First 
of all thank him for the support of the White House Conference, and urge him 
to issue the call for the Conference. .Point out that if the President sends 
up the budget request immediately, it will still take all of 1977 and 1978 
to hold the state conforences, The national Conference can not be held until 
1979. 

I want to take this opportunity to inform you that the President has 
announced his intention to nominate four persons to be members of the National 
Commission on Libraries and Information Science. This was m a White House 
press release. 

The four persons are: Ralph A. Ronick, of Miami, Florida, Vice President/ 
News Director, WTVJ^TV, Miami, Florida. He will succeed Harold Crotty who has 
resigned This is for the remainder of a term expiring July 19, 1977, 
Frederick H. Burkhardt , of Bennington, Vermont. President Emeritus, American 
Council of Learned Societies. Bennington, Vermont. This is a reappointment for 
a term expiring July 19. 1380. Marian PoUensky Leith, of Raleigh, North 
Carolina, Acting State Librarian. State of North Carolina, Raleigh, North 
Carolina She will succeed William 0. Baker whose term expired. This is for 
a term expiring July 19, 1980. Mildred E. Younger, of Los Angeles, California, 
member. Board of Directors, Los Angeles Library Association and other voluntary 
work with health and cultural organizations in Los Angeles. California, bhe 
will succeed L^rlie Dunlap whose term has expired. This is for a term expiring 
July IP, 1980. Upon confirmation by the Senate, the President intends to 
redesignate Dr. Burkhardt as Chairman. 

I want to take this opportunity to express the Commission's appreciation 
and thanks to Leslie Dunlap, who served the Commission well during his term 
as a member. Wo surely are going to miss his understanding and insight into 
our problems. At the same time, I would like to thank John Lorenz. who served 
in two capacities- he served as a stand-in for Quincy Mumford and then for 
one year while snrving as the Acting Librarian of Congress, was a member of 
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the ComjnissioTi. John^s contribution to the commission is obvious to all of 
you ' 

Also, I would like to thank John McDonald for developing such a wonderful 
working relationship with the National CoiTmiission. It is iinpoTtant that the 
National Commi.salon work closely with the major associations such as ARL and 
ALA, and through people like John McDonald and Robert Wedgwoxth, this is 
possible, I will assure you that 1 will do my best to continue to work closely 
with ARL as well as the other association. 



Now, let me go on to the Library of Congress's role in networks. This is 
a report on the NCLIS study of the Library of Congresses role in the emerging 
national library netTOrk. First of all, the study involves a survey of what 
developments are underway at LC and at libraries and networks in the United 
States, which are pertinent to providing services to networks of libraries. 
The object of the survey is to pinpoint missing components and to collect 
requirements for services which might be best provided by LC . Secondly, to 
keep the survey to manageable proportions .the data collected is being restricted 
to the following potential roles of LC: distribution of catalog data; distri- 
bution of authority control data; ijnion catalog maintenance (national, regional, 
locail; support of reference services; training and standards. 

'Hu- survey is being conducted by personal interview using a questionnaire 
as a guide. The questionnaire collects quantitative and descriptivt^ data 
about a network and its plans, and forms a ''talking point'' to elicit discussion 
about LC*s complementary role, A cross^section of libraries is being inter- 
viewed: research, large public, small pubric, special, county networks, state 
networks, regional networks, etc- This is done in an effort to make 

sure no ones* requirements get left out. 

The review of activities at LC has been completed. The questionnaire has 
been developed and refined through ..esting in saraple interviews. Approximately 
one fourth to one third of the facilities to be surveyed have been completed. 
Some new or novel suggestions have been forthcoming from the interviewees. 
The investigators reviewing the information collected so far have pinpointed 
further study areas, which are needod to provide detail for final specifications 
of kC roles and services. 

The technical program at LC is a good one, and is of such a broad scope 
that it covers all of the requirements which could be laid upon it by national 
networks or libraries. No important areas have hc-^n loft out, Althnngh tht^ 
technical scopt^ is adequate there is no specific conimitments in the form of a 
plan to offer services in a specified quantity to spc^cified users beginning 
:]t a specified time. This obvinusly has to be done and must carry with it 
all of the budgeting and planning activities required to install operational 
services, as well as the authorization to do so. The response to the requost 
for interviews has been gratifying. Libraries are willing to dedicate three 
or more hours of th(» time of their senior staff to the task. 
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It was surpri^iing ro lisrcn ro t!ic rangf* of commf-nt about. LC's role. 
Some lihraries had given HtrU,' or nu thought to the .luestion. and had little 
knowledg'' of LC's activities while othtTs hnd fr^xtensive knowledge. It followed 
that tho^f wh'.i had little knowledge nbout IC. grated that they should hnvo a 
primary role in the area nf technical leadetH-hip and guidance in providing 
new services, vvherenp those who w,-re knowledgeable had in mind more specific 
roles for LC. 

Much of the comment was as expecti'd and directed itself to reciuest;? for 
irnproveiTient in LC's existinu services. It was difficult for most to project 
themselves into the futiire; for example, the use of the minicomputer.s or the 
replacement of the card catalog. This was especially true of those lihruries 
who as yet have no access to mec hiiiii ze^d services of any kind. Lihr;:irios upon 
hearinfl of current LC projects and plans for nt-w services stated u desire to 
use sucii services, asking when they would he available. 

All libraries contacted so far requested an increased role for l.C in truinin 
afid sfnndards. Principles can be learned at library school hut practical 
training in automation, LC procedures, and knowledge of what is under develop- 
ment is desired from LC. The extent of what is desired portends a level^ of 
effort which probablv cannot be curried out a.s an adjunct to an LC staffer's 
dovrlopment or managemeut duties. All of those libraries or networks carrying 
on development or providing services to others urged that they he kept informed 
of LC's current proceduros and plans. -Also quantitative data doscribrng per- 
formance is needed in cataloging and acquisition so that these organizations 
can plan in a complementary manner. 

More than one network service expressed the requirement that LC should bo 
the catalog source of "last resort," and that they then could store and process 
catalogs in a much more efficient manner. Iti this regard, the role of LC versus 
the national libraries, agoncies and organizations such as NLM, NAL, GPO, and 
onr was discussed but opinions varied wiicly. This is a touchy subject with 
most 'saving that LC should have a larger rnlr, but that the other agencies and 
organizations have a right to their.? by virtue of the fact that they are 
presently far ahead of LC in providing really tiincly services. One network 
nresentlv usino OCLC was well along in pi an.s to expand the capahilitieR of 
their communication links so that all types of services could be served. 
These plans included communications to LC's coniputors, and a strong statement 
was made that LC should adopt one of the existing standards m this area, 
rather than create one of its own. 

Mow that is only a progress report. IVe have a long v.ay to go before 
the project is finished - not in time, but in work. Actually, we are .sup= 
posed to have it finished by the ond of .June, hut I suspect that we will 
prohnblv have to have :in extension of one or two months. We arc looking to- 
ward Its completion by September, so that at your falL Meeting, wc would 
hope to have a full report. 

let me elose bv saying that the National Commission is definitely 
mipportive, and has' said so in writing, of the LC^RLG proposal which you 
heard about this morning. Wc think it is an important step in our national 

64 



Tietwork plans. We are trying to develop a matrix, which will show all the 
various projects that are underway, whether they are the ones that we have 
started or ones that were developed through other groups; so you can see, 
I think, how we are moving toward implementation of our national program. 
Your association, for example, has undertaken studies which meet some of the 
objectives of our national program. The development of our matrix is 
important for this reason: if you apply for grants of various kinds, there 
are many, many times when the granting agency will contact my office and saVj 
**How does this fit into the national program,'' or ^'Does it fit into the national 
program^ and if it doesn't fit the national prograTn, is it important enough to 
fund?^^ It is incumbent upon you to keep us informed so we can be supportive. 
Secondly, as you think about studies and projects, look at the national program 
and say, '^How does it fit?'' If it does not, I have two questions: one, is it 
important to the national program, or two, is it perhaps that your proposal 
is not one that ought to be funded. 

I will continue to keep you informed and to work closely with you. We 
are sensitive to your comirients, critiques, and criticisms; just as v^o are not 
especially shy about expressing our views. I would be glad to answer any 
quest ions . 

RICHARD DE GENNARO: I want to ask Mr, Trezza whether ARL*s interest and 
initiative in the national periodicals center fits into that matrix? 

ALPHONSE TREZZA: I am sorry, I meant to mention that project. The national 
periodical system task force, has Vernon Palmour as our principal investigator. 
He is spending 40 percent of his time on the project, which has been operational 
since January, We have had two task force meetings so far. The task force 
consists of about 30 people representing all of the various groups in ine 
country, and as Douglas Bryant told you, four members from ARL are on the task 
force. At the last meeting we had we received the two letters Mr. Bryant 
referred to, and the report of your committee and of the Center foi^ Research 
Libraries' Board, expressing their wish to participate and to be supportive-. 

What we did that day was to, first, present some models for discussion 
purposes, iVe have presently four different models, all the way from taking what 
exists today as it is and simply trying to do a better job of coordinating it 
at the one end, to a single center at the other end. We agreed to concentrate 
on one model as a basis for further exploration. Some of the assumptions are: 
if you have 2,000 titles, you can satisfy 50 percent of demand; and if yoia 
have in.OOO titlos, you can fill 90 percent of the requests. We speculated on 
a plan to establish a number of 2,000 title collections acros:^ the country in 
either a major state which has enougli material resources, or in a regional 
area= The next level would have 10,000 titles. How many of these do we need? 
One, two, three? The Library of Congress could serve as the source for the 
last 10 percent. Through the CONSER project they could refer requests to 
other ARL libraries that have the titles not m the Library of Congress 
collection- Would that model work? We are studying the possibility* 

As part of the study, Vernon Palmour is visiting a number of organizations 
and agencies so he can get the latest inforniation possible, He visited 
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with CRL last week and looked into thoir facilirics. Mr. Palmour hnd a long 
talk about LC-RLG and how It might fit into this oporation. By our lu-xt 
meeting on June 11 we hope to arrive at a cnnst^nsns by the task force a> to 
which model we are going to pursue in derai.] - ^ that by thv ond of Decombta^ 
we will adopt a policy recommendation and start a national periodical>^ syj^tem 
and, hopefully . by January 1, U^7S , the organisation will he oppratiee, even 
if it means we must start with existing resources and exUting money. We are 
going to start, and I am sure wc will need foundaTion support. We can then go 
for the Federal and state fund^. We will keep you fully inforined an pro = 
gress. Certainly at your fall meeting we will have a niuch more detailed report, 

JOHN LORhN:: Why is the investigator for the IX role? 

ALPHONSh TRhZZA: The principal invest igatoi^ for the IC study is Lawrence 
Buckland, President of Inforonics. The librarr of Congress staff member is 
Henri ette Avranu Those are the two principal people. 

ROD DUCIinSXh: I would like to make a ecmrnent here, if 1 may. This is Less a 
question or a comment and more a point of information and an invitation. There 
is a study which is being undertaken by the National Library of Canada which 
relates to what was just descrlb^?d by Mr. Tresca, ■ nd I thought he might like 
to plug it into his informat ion, I would like to invite anyone who has a 
direct iEtereat in the Canadian scene to be in touch with us. The title of 
the study was ''Canadian Computerized Bibliographic Center Study," I will not 
go into its full terrns of reference, but it is essentially to review the 
developing Canadian computerized library network scene and to report with 
recommendatior.s. Tlie time scale is approximately IB months. T would just 
like to close by inviting anyone who has any direct interest in the Canadian 
scene to be in touch with m with any comments or syggastions or information 
that you may have that you feeJ Is relevant. The objective of making this 
inviration is that we would very much like to Interface directly with the 
UniteJ States networks and to be part of North America, There are differences 
in Canada, of course, but we would like to join North America and be part of 
it with you. Thank you. 

WARRhN BOhS: I wonder if thcro is any move on the part of the Commission to 
see that research libraries will continue to have a representative on the 
Commi sslon? 

AIJilONSFi TRhZZA: Thank you for the opportunity to comment on that. 
The Senate action on the new nominations will take place in the next few 
weeks. Once that action is complete, I would urge ARL and ALA, as well as 
others, to write to the Presidential appointments office^ Recognize the 
fact that the appointments have been announced, and point out that without 
trying in any way to critize the individuals appointed, the fact is that the 
way the Commission is now constituted, there is not any practicing research 
librarian represented, and that this is an unfortunate void. The reason why 
it U important to do it now is that we have two more vacancies coming up 
this July. The terms of two Comniissioners expire. They are: Andrew Ames, 
who is with the Natinnal Science Foundation; and Catherine Scott, who is a 
special llhrarian, They may ho reappointed or replaced; so if you are to 
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have any impact on the appointment, you have got to take positive steps and 
write, making suggestions as well £is raising the issue. 

We did cooperate with ARL and ALA and some names were submitted. None 
of the suggestions were selected. Reaction and suggestions from the field 
are essential, and I really do think we ought to do our best to make sure we 
do have a research libTarian on the ComTnission, We do not have a research 
librarian such as Leslie Dunlap* I think we need one, and I urge you to make 
that effort , 

SUSAN MARTIN: It is my understanding that President Ford has asked his 
Domestic Cnuncil to coine up with a proposal for a national information policy 
by this fall. I was wondering if you could give us any additional inforTTiation 
on this, or discuss what the implications might be? 

ALPHONSE TREZZA; That is a difficult question to answer. That action was 
precipitated by Vice President Rockefeller, who is Chairnmn of the Domestic 
Council. It is essentially a thrust for science informations and was sup- 
ported by Senator fCennedy and the bill for reestablishing a science advisor 
to the President- The Commission is aware of these developments and 
Dr. Burkhardt, about a month ago, met with Dr. Stever of the National Science 
Foundation and discussed the Commission's participation as matters develop in 
this direction, I have talked to Quincy Rogers, who is the Domestic Council 
person who has the responsibility of producing the proposal. The problem 
is that he has got to produce it by September 1st, I have offered to use 
some of our funds to help plan a special conference with individuals who I 
feel need to b& represented in that decision-making process. I suggested he 
develop an agenda based on specific goals or objectives and produce a back- 
ground paper for such a meeting. It could run two or three days, involve a 
representative group and be held at a location such as the Airlie House. I 
have not had any reaction to that suggestion. I can assure you we are con- 
cerned about it, and we are trying to keep on top of what is going on; but 
that is all I know about it. 1 do not really know what they are going to do^ 
They have been talking to Andrew Aines, who is experienced and knowledgeable 
in the area of science information. That is the latest information I can 
give you. 
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ADVISORY GROUP ON NATIONAL BIBLIOGRAPHLC CONTROL 



Lawrence Livingston 
Council on Library Resources 

Because I am speaking last, I did not prepare a formal paper 
for you. I thought that I had best wait to see what Messrs. Kilgour, Welsh, 
TrezEa, Susan Martin and the others had to say, because, reaLl>% w« are all 
talking about the same thing: national bibliographic control. I thought 
that I would start by giving you my definition of national btbliogTsphic 
control, and telling you lAat three of your agencies in Washington are doing 
in the pursuit of the control; explain how this fits with what others are 
doing and then wind up by telling you what I think are the criticel next 
riteps in bibliographic control. 

My definition of National Bibliographic Control is a coherent effort 
coordinated at the national level to marshall all the nation^s complementary 
resources and cepabilitieB so as to pravide comprehensive control over each 
bibliographic item, and to make the products and services of that control 
effectively available to the user. 

Now this definition has several corollaries; I will give you Some of them, 
vou can think of others: (1) there needs to be a division of labor in the 
creation and maintenance of the national bibliographic data base; (2) to 
create a truly national data base, the records so created and used must be 
accepted nationally, irrespective of where created; (3) national bibliographic 
records must move freely in interchange without hindrance or restrictions on 
their receipt or use. When I say move freely, of course I am talking about 
among not-for-profit organizations; (4) adequate access to all the components 
of national bibliographic files must be available to all those who have the 
requirements for it, and an array of access modes if required; (5] national 
biblir 4raphic control involves other agencies besides libraries. I think we 
must always keep this in mind; (6] there is and will be a continuation of 
local autonomy in practice, products, services^ and operations; [7) national 
bibliographic control efforts must mesh with those at the international level* 
In my definition, I said coordinated at the national level. You notice that I 
did not say mandated from the national level; (8) although much emphasis is 
placed on computer networks and on-line services, it must be understood that 
some libraries and other agencies will remain dependent on catalogs and other 
products printed on paper for a long time to come. 

With some of those thoughts as background, CLR, the National Sc 'ence 
Foundation, and the National Commission in 1974 convened n meeting in Rosslyn, 
Virginia on the subject of national bibliographic control. A small group was 
set up to write a background paper in preparation for the meeting. Represen- 
tation across the board was invited from libraries, publishing^ abstracting 
and indexing services and the Copyright Office; observers from Canada and 
Mexico were present. That meeting labored for two days on the subject of 
National Bibliographic Control and came up with a set of recQmrnendations . 
It was the first time in my experience that people of these diverse professions 
had actually sat down together and discussed these things to this level of 
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detail, I will Tead these niiie recommendations to you, and then the rest of 
my talk will describe what we have done about theni. 

Let me begin with the ninth recommendation first and the others will 
then fall into place, The last one was to the effect that the three sponsor- 
ing agencies should implemeTit a continuing agency sWhich would keep up the 
momentum generated by the Rosslyn meetings and would \\/orry about national 
bibliDgraphic control on a continuing basis. That group has been set up and 
I will descTibe it to you after I read the reconunendations , 

First J it was recomineTided that this continuing group define the miniinum 
bibliographic record required for item identification, Incidentally > re- 
conunondations haw been printed in the Library of Congress Information 
Bulletin several times, I am only giving yo^The outline ot" each . For the 
complete rocoimendationSj please see LC Infor mation Bulletin^ Volume 33^ No* 
25 for June 21^ 1974. ~ ~ 

Recomniendaticn number two: study the requirement for additional statidaTds 
and recommend action in this diTection. 

NuTnber three: promote the interchange of bibliographic Tecords among 
libraries i systems , and across professional lines. 

Number four: devise record formats and content designation schemes for 
journal artlclesj technical reportSj and other forms of literature not pre- 
sently covered by the MARC foxmats. 

Number five: study the problem of coupling non-characteT representation, 
such as graphics or numerical data to the related bibliographic records. 

Number six: promote improved bibliographic access across professional 
lines- -this was repeated as a separate item. 

Number seven: devise a national bibliographic name -authority system. 

Nuinber eight: study the problem of subject access and make recommenda- 
tions geared to solutions. 

Number nine: this one was to set up the Advisory GToup on National 
BibligTaphic Control ^ as it is now known* 

That group has beeii set up and the membe: s appointed include; TlieodoTe 
Brandhorst, director of ERIC Processing and Reference Center, LEASCO; Dan 
Lacey, senior vice president, McGraw Hill; Dr^ Jerrold Ornej professor at the 
Chapel Hill Library Scliool at the University of North Carolina; Dr. James 
Carmon^ assistant vice chancellor for Computer Services j University of Georgia; 
Dr. RoTiald Wiggington, director of research and developinent, Chemical Abstract 
Service; WilliM Welsh, formerly director of processing, Library of CongTess 
md novf Deputy Librarian. V^e tried to %&t the best people we could for this 
group, and you can ree, we did. As a ru.-cter of fact, they were so good that 
two of them have already been promotedi vhich precluded their continuing on 
the committee, Mr. Welsh had to resign, and we have appointed and the sponsors 
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have a roved. Henriette Avram to replace him, Dan Lacey got involved in the 
work o^i'copright leglstatlon and tud to resign; Dr. Carol Neneyer of the 
Association of AmericaTi Publishers is his replacement. 

This is a good group; it is ^ell balanced. I know it is well balanced 
because the criticisni we get is about equal from those who say that it is 
dominated b). librarians, and UbraTians who say that they do not have enough 
vote in it. For your inforii)aT,i. i. three of the present incunbents have library 
degrees, and among the other gToup is Henriette Avram, so that I would say 
your interests are well represented. 

The group meets quarterly at the offices of the Council on Library 
Resources, where wo do the administering of the funds, maintain the files, 
and handle the correspondence. I chair the meetings. We have conimitted part- 
time one of our professional staff menibers as executive secretary for the 
group, and we have a fulltime administrative assistant, a very good man who 
handles the minutes and so forth, 

This Advisory Group has adequate funding. The method of operation is as 
follow first of all, the Advisory Group refers baclc to the recommendations 
of the'Rosslyn meeting to see what still needs to be done. Any of the members 
then may bring up items they think are appropriate These are discussed If 
items come up between meetings, they are circulated to the members for cons id- 
eration before the next meeting. 

\Vhen the group decides on items for action, it may pTOceed in one of 
several ways It may convene a working party to study the problem, to see 
whit needs- ?o be done. We have two such in operation at the mm^nt We have 
one eroup working on the record fomiat for journal articles and techrucal 
report ' ^at A in response to the recomendation number four. Th.s working 
party is chaired by Margaret Park. She is at the University of Georgia and 
works with Jim CarLn. and has a very good reputation. Another work nng party 
is working on the name= authority file problem. That one is chaired uy Ann 
Curran of the Boston Public Library, also with much experience and a good 
reputation in getting things done in the bibliographic area. 

The Advisory Group may also recommena standards work to Subcommittee 2-39 
of the American National Standards Institute. Jerrold Orne is a member and he 
chairs the committee. This has been done twice now. The Advisory Group st art- 
ed forking on the problem of holding statements for serials in bibliographic 
files and got out of its depth rapidly and turned that activity over to Z-59, 
Dr. Orne ilple.ented a subcomnittee CZ-39.40). and the ^of^.^^ PJ°f | 
fairly rapidly. At the inoment, they are just about to P«tl^=;" *^\! ^„ 
draft resulting fr.m their deliberations. As soon as that activity ha taken 
place with Z59 the work will he given wider circulation for everyone s 
cofflnient and understanding. 
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Also oat of the deliberations of the Advisory Group came a reconOTendat ion 
to Mr, Orne that Z-39 should take another look at the Standards Account 
Number (SAN) code. The SAN code has now been published as a standard, I 
beliave, or, if not so, ver>^ near publication* In any case, Bowker, the agency 
i^hich has assumed Tespons Ibilty for the maintenance of that codes has begun to 
number accounts. Tliis took effect in the book trade initially, but it seeined 
CO us that this number had enormous implicatiDns^ ox at least the potential 
for Implication for libxaries- and we also felt that these implications perhap 
had not received the detailed study that they Tequired, so we asked Mr. Orne 
to go backj reconvene the working party, and look at the SAN code and its 
import for libraries. He has agreed to do that. I saw the other day the call 
for the first meeting of that group. 

In addition to working parties and standards activity of that kind^ the 
Advisory Group has decided that it may commission studies. We have one of 
those in operation* We decided early on that we needed to take a look at the 
potential of ISBN in libraries. We all know that the book trade uses ISBN 
extensively, Deaiers catalogs prominently display the book number. Many 
libraries are using ISBN for ordering j but there is a nagging feeling that 
there is potential for much wider use of ISBN on the one handj and that ntaybe 
ISBN is not tc>tally adequate for all of the potential uses on the other hand. 
Accordingly, coininissioTied a study being done now by one Helen Schmlerex 
of the Univeristy of Chicago library. She is looking into the whole business 
of the use o^* the potrntial use of ISBM in libraries. That report is due 
within thi nOKt six months, and you will be advised as to what Schnilerer finds 
out . 

In aWition to those modes of operationj the Advisory Group may convene 
iF^etlngs of various kinds. We decided early on that because several people 
used bar codes in their libraries, it was high time chat a systematic look 
be taken at this technology, Ise decided that there were enough things that 
nobody knew about bar codes that we needed to take a systematic look at them. 
You sfcCj I can foresee the time whenj if we do not do something about the 
proliferation of these codes^ your pristine book cover will have five or six 
bar codes on it. The manufacturer of this book, who sees it as an article In 
trade, is going to stamp the universal product code on the face, for exaniple. 
If you do not believe that* look at Argosy magazine. 

LC is using bar codes in the in-process file. Several libraries, for 
example; Chicago ^ University of Texas at Dallas, University of South Carol ina 
and others J are using bar codes in cixculation control systems. Several 
things need to be exainined here. The bar codes themsilves" should they be 
standard? Can they be standardized? Is there a requirement for alphabetic 
character representation in these bar codes? The bar code on your package 
of weincrs has only numerics in it. Do you need to bar code all numbers? 
I have no idea, but that is the kind of thing we are going to look at. To 
that end, we have CLavened for next week a small meeting just to look at the 
requirement for study of the bar code probleraj and we will be reporting hack 
to you on that. So, we need to look at the bar codes themselves, and also 
the numbers which are being encoded to see what standardization is required. 
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rhen there is a whole problem of OCR fonts and cquipnicnT: i\i thv same context. 

The Advisory Group also discussed the requirements for bibl iogxaphic 
protocols to permit the exchange of messages between and among systems. Out 
of that came some emphasis in ALA to push for some standard activities ir 
conmunication protocols, Ir is that activity that Mr. Trezm has now picked 
up and is trying to push for in concert with the LibTary of Congress, ALA, 
and sonie others. 

So you get the picture of hov/ the Advisory Group works. It is your 
Advisory Group and you are free to reconuiiend actions of various kinds. The 
group is quite flexible. It has some money, and it has some good people on it, 
and it has a way of doing business that is effective, in my opinion. In the 
future, we will continue to do things of the kind that I have described. 

The results of the work of this Advisory Group are as the name implies, 
advisory to the spnnsors--but you see how effective this can be, because it 
permits the sponsors to coordinsite their funding activities against projects 
which have been picked out and defined by the working parties of tn^ Advisory 
Group, This ability to suggest where the three sponsors should c.^^iic^ ntrate 
their efforts i.% the most powerful pai t of the arrangement; but the ^roup, of 
course, has no authority to take any final action. Likewise, I a standards 
activity is decided upon, qets put into the proper standards formulation 
channels. If it is adv ; c to the sponsoTS, the sponsors decide ivhat they 
are going to do. So you need to understand that process; that is how it works. 

Now, what I see now as cxitical next steps (you will understand quickly 
from my description of the Advisory Group some of the things I am about to 
say are outside of the scope of that group, but in my opinion, they are 
RbsDiutely critical to the future development of national bJbl iographi : 
control ) : 

T think that the ne^t step needs to be devising the mechanism of 
bibliographic control, and I refer here to the Library of Congress and the 
regional networks, principally. We must devise a wdus vivendi Vetween and 
among the Lil- ary and the regional networks, I think that phraseology is ab- 
solutely apt- tiecause it is precisely the continued viability of these networks 
that is so critical. James Skipper alluded to this at one point this moriiLng. 
^,^e need to define a network iti much more precise terms than we have done. We 
need to know what constitutes a viable network, how much geography, how many 
customers, how many transactions, how many telephone lines, how much money. 
IVe do not know this very well. We need to coordinate the funding. 

Let me back off and givt you one that must come before all of that. We^ 
need' to decide how many regional networks there are going to be. I think this 

an absolutely critical requirement, i am not going to tell you how many 
rogional networks I think there should be, although 1 have an opinion, taut I 
^viU prcdicf for vou the outer bounds of these numbers, T predict absolutely 
that there will not be just one; and I think ^hat there will be not more than 
ten. I think it is up to all of us to decide just how many there will be, where 
they will be, who is to operate them, and so forth. 
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It is going to be e.xtronioly difficult to coordinate all of the activities 
that it will take to get these major components of the -national notworks to work 
together. It \vill, for example, require a mich higher order of cooperation than 
has been evidenced in the past. Understand, I emphasise none of this is going 
to be mandated from Washington, There is a big element of volunteer activity 
involved here, but I think I can assure you that the pressures are going to be 
on for more and better cooperation. That is all there is to that- All that we 
have to do is get behind and push, 
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BUSINBSS NEtiTING 
ARL Conimjss i on Strucj _u_r^ 
[See Appendix A far roport of Task Force to Study Commissidn Structure] 

MRS. WlilTNEY: M the ALA Membership Meeting held in Houston in 1975, the 
theme of the rouTidtables was the ARL organization. One of the developnients 
from that meeting Vfas a feeling that the commission structure should be re- 
examined. As a result, the Board appointed a task force under the chairTnan- 
ship of Ralph Hopp to look into this. Mr, Hopp is about to give us his report 
which has been discussed with the Board already. The Board has accepted the 
report in principle and has recomnieTided the adoption of the recommendations. 

MR. HOPP: I will read the three recomniendat ions that the task force has pre- 
pared and then I will move their adoption. I will then present the rationale 
that we drew up in support of these recoTranendations, 

Tlie first reconimendation is that '*the Board of Directors and the ARL 
staff should assume the rasponsibil it ies presently assigned to the variaus 
commissions, with the exception of the Management Commission.'- 

The second reconmendation is, '*in place of the Commission on Management 
of Research Libraries, a standing advisory committee to the Office of Manage- 
ment Studies should be created with appropriate representation from the Board, 
the inembership, and others as may prove useful for the OMS program." 

The third and last reconimendat ion is that "the commission structure of 
the ARL should be eliminated." 

I move the adoption of these three recommendations, [The motion was 
seconded] - 

Just about a year ago, Richard De Gennaro, then president of the 
ARL, appointed a task force under iny chairmanship to analyze the scope and 
interrelationship of the conmiissions and the problems they had in fulfilling 
their responsibilities, ^^e were also asked to consider the role of the ARL 
Board in relationship to the conunlssiOTis . Members of the task force were 
Ray Fr ant 2, who Is a current member of the Board; David Laird, one of our 
younger ARL directors, Stanley McElderry, who, at one time or another, has 
been chairman of two conmiss ions and is also a former Board member; Basil 
Stuart-Stubbs, a former Board memter; and myself, a former Board member and 
past president. 

It might be useful for you if I were to review briefly the background of the 
coiraoission stnicture. The structtire was first outlined in a March, 1971 
draft report to the Board by then president Tom Buckinan. In that report, he 
identified the major areas of concern and activities of the ARL, and arranged 
these under what he termed ^'task iroups." These groups were given titles, 
essentially in use today, for our ^rarious cOTmissions, TTiis so-called new 
form of ARL operation placed all the coranittees under one or another of the 
task grouTO in a kind of hierarchical fashion, thus removing the direct over- 
sight responsibility of the comittees for the ARL executive director. 
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The groups \'<^.rs thm named "cominissions," rather than task groups, and the 
plan was then impleinented hy the Board. 

After some two /ears of operation under this method of organization, it 
seemed apparent that the interposing of conmissions between the working _ 
cominittees and the executive director, while perhaps relieving the executive 
director of the burden of time consuming responsibilities, also placed him m 
a position of not having firsthand information of maTiy of the Associtttion s 
affairs. The conmission chairmen regularly met in nm session with the Board, 
and also reported to the membership al ternativi^ly in witten and oral form. 

After oxperienco of some two years in n ^ mode, it became clear that 
the oTganization was not functioning satisfactorily. On November 19. 1972, the 
commission chairmen, the ML staff, and the Executive Coraittee met to recon- 
sider the commission structure. That meeting resulted m a placing ottne 
direction of the commissions raore directly within tho Board, with the Board 
mmbsTi se-rving as chairtnen of the various commissions. Also, the coiranissions 
were to serve only in an advisory capacity to the Board, rather than having 
respomibility for th« management of the various committees Committees were 
then placed directly under the executive director and the ARL office statt 
for coordination. In addition, task forces for specifically identified con= 
cerns were then established. 

The commission chairmen and the Board in their continuous review of 
issues and priorities of the ARL often found that many matters were of 
interest to and fell within the purview of more than one commission, ihe 
membership appeared not to understand the coiranission structure a fact that 
became quite apparent at the May, 197S Houston meeting during the roundtable 
discussion session. In order to take yet another look at the com.mssion 
structure, then President De Gennaro appointed about a year ago the present 
task force. Meanwhile, the commissioners, always trying to resolve the over= 
lapping areas of responsibility, requested another joint meeting which subse^ 
quencly was held on December 10, 1975. At that meeting, a number of issues 
were identified, some effort was made to identify a few top priority concems, 
and the responsibility for these was then placed within the individual 
commissions and the ARL office staff. 

As presently functioning, the coiranissions have as their responsibility . 
to identify problem issues and concerns, set objectives, Pf^^fe state-of- 
the-art analyses and assessments of the future directions for ARL. Although 
the coiranission chairmen are members of the Board, these responsibi ities the 
task force believes are the proper functions of the Board as a whole, parti- 
cularly those relating to setting objectives and assessment of the future 
directions for ARL. At the December. 1975 joint meeting of the commissions, 
among the high priority issues identified were areas in which the central 
ARL staff clearly has to take primary responsibility. 

So with this as a brief background on the general commission structure, 
we are making the first of our several recommendations, which 1 will now 
repeat = "th. Board of Directors and the ARL staff should assume the responsi- 
bilities presently assigned to the various commissions, with the exception of 
the Management Coiranission." 
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Aft you know» the Office of Hnnagempnt Studies is a special program with 
a separately identified staff within the ARL office. It is entirely supported 
by grant funds. There presently is a Commission on Management of Research 
Libraries, that oversees, along with the executive director, the activities 
of the QMS. The task force believes that this program requires an advisory 
group that has continuity, specific expertise in management matters, and should 
be under the chairmanship of someone chosen for reasons other then simply Board 
membership. Membership on the committee should not necessarily be limited to 
ARL members, although we believe that the majority should be from among the 
membership, and the executive director, we believe, should be an ex^offlcio 
member of that advisory committee. The task force believes that the OMS staff 
increasingly shall be available and drawn upon in a supportive way for ARL 
staff responsibilities, particularly in areas involving statistics^ planning, 
research, and economic concerns. Assistance in drafting researeh or project 
proposals, for example, appropriately could result in the development of 
techniques and findings of use to the membership in a more general way. 

So, our recommendation number two is therefore, that 'Hn place of the 
Commission on Management of Research Libraries, a standing advisory committee 
to the Office of Management Studies should be created, with appropriate 
representation from the Board, the membership and others as may prove useful 
to the OMS program." 

From this brief background regarding the commission structure, it be- 
comes apparent that this pattern of operation, while possessing a certain 
logic, has not been entirely successful. No attempt has been made to analyse 
in any thorough fashion why this has been the ARL experience. It is sufficient 
to observe that in its brief five year existence, the comimission structure 
has been under almost continuous review and attack. If there art; proponents 
of the structure, the task force has not heard of them. Obviously, some change 
is called for, and therefore, our third and final recommendation is "the 
commission structure of the ARL should be eliminated/' 

MRS. hlflTNEY : Is there any discussion? The question has been called for* 
[A vote was taken. The recoimnendations were voted]. 

* * * * 
ARL Membership Criteria 

[The Report of the Subcommittee to Review Criteria for ARL Membership is 
included as Appendix B of these Minutes. The Report of the Task Force on 
Criteria for Nonuniversitv Membership in ARL is included as Appendix C of 
these Minutes] . 

MRS. WHITNEY: During the past year some other task forces and committees 
have been meeting, I am going to ask two chairmen to report on their 
particular areas of interest. The first one is Page Ackerman, chairperson 
of the Task Force on ARL Membership Criteria. 

70 



72 



MS. ACKERMAN: There are two groups which are working on niembeTship criteria: 
The other one, chaired by William Budington is; the Task Force on Criteria for 
Nonuniversity Membership in ARL. 

The Subcomniittee (of the Board) to Review Criteria for ARL Msnibership, 
priinarily as a result of discussion at the ARL Board meeting May 7, 197S, was 
charged with two tasks. One was specifically to review criteria number nine, 
(and I think most of you realise there are ten quantitative criteria for 
membership to ARL) which relates to the number of Ph.D degrees granted by an 
institution. We were also asked to review all of the quantitative criteria 
for ARL membership, to consider these criteria in and of thenis elves, to 
consider their relationship to the work of the Joint Coflimittee on Standards 
for University Libraries, and to consider them in relation to the work of 
Mr. Budington' 5 cominittee. 

T^ie subcommittee has identified a long range problem, which we think that 
the Association should attack with real concentration; and that is the problem 
of moving from the present emphasis which is almost exclusively on bigness, on 
si^e that is implicit in the current criteria j to an effort to supplement the 
criteria of bigness with some quantitative measures reflective of quality. 
We have reconmiended to the Board that this approach be taken s and we have also 
recommended that criteria number nine be elirninated immediately as a criteria, 

ihe report as presented to the Board is preliminary" wa plan to distribute 
it to the membership* I ain asking you to respond to it by the 1st of July, 
That will give Mr, Budiiigton and me time to produce a joint reportj which will 
be ready for action at the October meeting, 

* * * * 

MRS. WHITNEY: I will now ask Will lain Budington to report for the Task Force 
on Criteria for Mon -University Membership in ARL, 

MR. BUDINGTON: The charge of our task force was to consider criteria for ARL 
membership for nonuniversity groups and agencies that support research library 
interests. 

In the by-laws of the Association^ it does say that in general, nieniber 
institutions arej I believe, major university libraries whose collections and 
services arc broadly based, and certain other libraries whose collections are 
recognized as having national significance. Now the quantitative criteria^ 
which has been applied to candidates for university library meniber ship are not ^ 
of course, all of them applicable to the nonuniversity groups the public 
libraries or to the individual research libraries* 

Our task force met twice; it considered the various kinds of nonacademic 
libraries which had been brought to our attention for consideration in this 
respect* These included multicampus agencies such as the one the University 
of California* This includes agencies, such as the Couacil on Library Resources, 
which are oriented to and supportive of research library interests, but are not 
libraries* These may also include the networks which are coining into existence — 
RLG, as well as the independent research libraries and the public libraries. We 
had considerable discussion regarding the extent to which we felt each of the 
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groups or entities should be considered as candidates for membership in ARL. 
Our preliminary report, which was presented to the Board, discussed progress 
and conditions in respect to each of these groups; and while we did como to 
certain conclusions tentatively with respect to the independent research 
libraries, we considered them in the context of the other association, the 
Independent Research Libraries Association, whose criteria were derived from 
ARL and whose criteria we now propose to use as our very own in some respects. 
The consideration of groups like RLG, and FAUl, we considered in the light of 
their inclusion of not only nonARL members, but ARL members, and how that might 
influence their eligibility for membership, Finally, to what extent do the 
multicampus agencies, such as the University of California entity, bear on and 
represent the interests of ARL itself? 

As Page Ackerman said, the final recominendations have not been arrived 
at, and we are directing a report from our task force along with that of 
Ms* Ackerman 's group to the membership within a few weeks* We do want your 
feelings on these various items* When you re ad through the reports, you will 
get a little flavor of what some of the discussion has been. So we will in- 
deed welcome your feedback on this^ and hopefully will come up with some 
meaningful results which do not necessarily bear entirely on quantitative 
measures, although, as has been said, this is all we have at the present time* 
We hope to have somewhat of a tuneful duet prepared for you next fall. 

m, ROUSE: I have a question in ragard to Ms, Ackerman*s report. Does 
criteria nine have to do with Ph,D degrees? 

MS* ACKERMAN: There are two criteria that have to do with Ph*D's! number 
nine and number ten. Number nine has to do with simply the gross number of 
Ph*D degrees awarded; the minimum requiremeTit Is 30 percent of the median. 
That was reduced from 40 percent to 30 percent last year, Nunber ten is the 
number of Ph*D degree programs approved in all fieldsj and at this point, we 
feel two things: one, that those two criteria represent the efforts that 
were made to approach the problem of quality. We feel that the problem of ^ 
quality needs to be approached in much broader ways; and two, we feel as of 
now, anyway, that criteria number nine is really redundant, and that number 
ten suffices* Number ten is the number of fields in which Ph*D degrees are 
granted, and the requireinent there Is 40 percent of the median* This whole 
matter was discussed back at the 83rd ARL meeting* That recommendation to 
delete ntmiber nine was made at that time, and I might add, was defeated then 
by the membership. We feel now that the situation has changed and we really 
support the original recommendation as of now. 

MR. ROUSE: I just have the feeling that the number of Ph.D degrees has more 
to do with quality than some of the others, 

MS* ACKERMAN* That is what I would hope that we would hear. We are aware 
that this is a controversial issue, and we will try to give you our reasoning 
in the record and hope that we will get a response from you, 

* * * * 
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ARL/ACRL Conim ittce on Unive r^^it y Libr ary Standards 

MS, WHITNEY: Another group that has been wrestling with quality versus quantity 
is the University Library Standards Cominittee, and I would like Eldred Smith 
to report on its work, 

MR, SHlTHi I have a very brief report. The committee is a joint comiTiittee i 

it is composed of and has been chaTgod by both ARL and ACRL, It was established 

at the end of the last calendar year, and is charged to develop university library 

standards for review, and hopefully approval by the two parent organization. 

The CDiTimittee includes the following members ^ in addition to myself: Calvin 

Boyer, ^illiaTn Kurth, Stanley McElderry, Richard Talbot, Melvin Voigt* and 

Roy Watkins . 

We have met twice. We met first rather briefly at ALA mid-winter, siinply 
to lay out a general plan of attack and to try to establish a timetable for 
ourselves. We had our first working session yesterday, which I personally 
thought was quite productive* It is our hope that we will have draft standards 
for presentation to and consideration by both ARL and ACRL by the end of this 
calendar year. The one accomplisliinent so far is that we have managed, largely 
through the help of Beverly Lynch^ to secure some modest outside funding with 
receipt of the Morris Jones Award, 

* * * * 

ARL/CRL Commit toe on a_Natj-on^l Periodicals Lending Library 



NfR. BRYANT: The ARL-CRL Joint Comrnittoo on the National Periodicals Library 
was appointed by its two parent organizations late last autuim. I might 
remind you of the membership: its consists of Richard De Gennaro, vice chair» 
man; l^arren Haas; Arthur Hamlin; Stephen McCarthy, representing the Council 
on Library Resources; John McDonald; Robert Wessel, who is president of the 
Center for Research Libraries, formerly provost at the University of Cincinnati; 
Virginia Whitney; and Gordon Williams. This committee was appointed and 
established as a consequence of earlier action by the ARL memberships specifi- 
cally as of the May, 1975 meeting, where the membership endorsed the report of 
the ARL Task Force on a National Periodicals Resource Plan, which called for 
the establ Lshmont of a national periodicals lending library. 

Members will recall also the report by Vernon Palmer and others which was 
published by the Association in February of 1974, and which advocated the 
creation of the national facility for checking and disseminating periodical 
literature. Now, almost simultaneous with the establishment of this joint 
committee was the establishment of the NCLIS task force on a national journals 
system. I underline the word *'systemJ' On this National Commission task force, 
there are four members, who are also members of the ARL-CRL joint committee, 
so there is a broad spectrum of interrelationship here, which is a very 
important aspect of it. The tnrt force has been discussing a wide variety of 
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components of such a aystam, which involves the capability of providing on n 
national basis reliable access to peiri-Qdical literatui'O, in which the notion 
of a library dedicated to providing journal articles across the country may 
be a major element. 

Ihu joint committee prepared a progress report which was submitted to the 
National Commission prior to its second meeting on April Sth. The progress 
report from the joint committee went to the >Jv';: • 'i Commission with covering 
letters from the nrcsidents of the two parr . • ^ zations, ARL and CRL^ after 
action by rhe full bodrds of aad oi th^^- . Tlie progress report of the 

joint cominittee was on tin; p.^enda frr Sth meeting of the task force 

and was considered at that tme, i r.e^ say that these three documents, that 
is to say, the two covering letters and the rewrt itself, will be made a part 
of the minutes of this session of the ARL convention, and thus in due course, 
available to all of you. [The material referred to here is included as 
Appendix D (1-3) of these Minutes). 

The joint cominittee report proposes that a national facility be established, 
a national facility dedicated to this purpose. Such a facility might well be 
in addition to various kinds of local organization services now in existence 
or later to be created. It is the joint committee's recoimnendation that such 
a national center might well be foimed out of the Center for Research Libraries 
current collection and services. An essential element in this, of course, 
would be a basic reconstruction or reconstitution of the Center for Research 
Libraries, both as to governance, as to organization, and clearly a reconsti- 
tution that would envisage a non-membership kind of organization with its 
services and facilities available to readers everywhere. 

Now what about the next steps? The National Commission task force, which 
is chaired by Alphonse Trezza, will hold its next meeting on June 11th; it is 
the hope of all of us involved with the task force that at that session we 
can arrive at « consensus on the general framework of a nationai capability for 
the F*-ovision of journal literature to students and scholars across the nation. 
The jo^nt committee is working actively. I hope to have a pood Hdal more to 
report to the Association at our meeting in October. There arr. , at the present 
time and in the course of the last six months, a number of ciT;iimstances which 
allow me at least a degree of optimisni that at very long last ou:- --en of so 
very many yea-^-s may at last become realizable. 



Of fice of University L ibrary Manageinent Studies 

MR. WEBSTERi I might review briefly the several activities of the Office 
of ' University Library Management Studies in relation to two types of 
priorities: the operating prograin priorities and secondly, the developmental 
project priorities. You know that during several years of Office operations, 
we have been involved in a number of activities that involved a basic operating 
requirement on the part of the Office. The Management Review and Analysis 
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Program CMRAP) is one of those programs. Currently we are in th© process 
of Dperating the jfifth application of MRAP at Johns Hopkins University 
libraries, and we expect that the study team there will have a report out of 
that project somotimo this suinmer. The earlier (fourth) application is in its 
final stages. We have reports from three of the participating libraries, and 
the remainder of those libraries expect to have their reports also by summer. 

In terms of future directions for MRAP, we are anticipating an application 
this next year* There are two libraries that have indicated an interest in 
working through MRAP, so I suspect that we will probably operate that self- 
study project as an institutional project at these organizations* That is to 
say, rather than working with a group of libraries in that self-study activity, 
we will focus on individual institutions, with training sessions and assistance 
provided directly by the Office to the participating library. 

Regarding a second area of OMS activitity, the Systems and Procedures 
Kxchango Center, I think a? you have seen^ SPEC products are accumulating. We 
have now 25 flyers and kits that have be^n issued by the Center, As you recall, 
this Center is an attempt to gather information on current practices in 
research libraries and to make available documentation on these practices to 
other libraries. Topical focus of this center goes beyond management topics 
per se. We have attempted to not be constrained with the management label, 
but instead, to look at a number of issues or problems and to collect infor- 
mation on how research libraries are dealing with those problems and then 
make them available through the Center, 

I think the last several SPEC flyers and kits illustrate this quite 
clearly. On the basis of a SPEC survey covering public service activities in 
research libraries, we issued a flyer on user statistics, a flyer on user 
studies, and this month wo arc putting out a flyer on bibliographic access 
services* We do expect during the course of the year to put out ten different 
flyers and associated kits* 

In another area, I think the training program has emerged as one of the 
major interests and priorities of the QMS, Last yearns Management Skills 
Institute was assessed as being a relatively successful event and has prompted 
the Office to plan three additional institutes for this year. The first 
institute at Airlie House will be in July, and we have already a little over 
50 percent of that institute subscribed to. The second institute is going to 
take place at Stanford, and in that setting we have arranged with Stanford 
University libraries to provide the facilities for the institute. We are con- 
ducting a public institute there the third week in September, Following that 
public institute we have arranged to conduct a management skills institute for 
select members of the Stanford staff themselves, and the idea here is that we 
can provide the institute in this sort of cooperative arrangement in a much 
more economical fashion than we could if Stanford had to subscribe to the full 
price of the institute. 

Other training activities that we have been involved in include the train- 
ing film program* We. have acquired several additional films and have found 
that the use of this service is increasing significantly. 



77 



EKLC 



The McGiil project, which wc have talked about a ^ ittlo before, is in 
its operating stage at this point. The pei'fontianco appraisal training^ 
TiateriaH wore developed, again In cooperation with McCill, niid the McGUl 
staff arc now actually applying those in the librar>'. In sunmiarv our threc 
major priorities in the operating programs incU^c MMP, SPEC, and this whole 
area of training. 

In terms of developmental priorities, we have a mimbor of projects that 
arc in various stages of evolution. One of them I think we have mentioned 
before is called the problem analysis project. The attempt here is to design 
a mothodologv for identifying and resolving problems in a resQarch library 
setting The first package in this area is focusing on collectioTi developnienV 
We have outlined that and wo are now looking at the next stages in the design 
of some sort of pilot test for that tochnique. 

A second project that we are involved in is this services development 
nroinct on which we have conducted the SPEC survey and which I mentioned 
earlier We have so far issued three SPEC flyers on this. We are now 

looking again with the Nfanagemont ConuTiission toward the next steps we might 
take with that project. 

We are also rather heavily involved in working on the Academic Library 
Development Prograni. The Council on Library Resources has funded the project 
at the University of North Carolina at Charlotte in order to design a seit- 
study procedure that would be of some value as a tool to be appUeu in small 
and middle-sized academic libraries. That project has been underway during 
the last six months, and we look for the initial stages to be completed by 
this sumnior. 

Another area that kc arc working on is a project that is aiTfied at 
designing training materials for supervisors in research libraries. We have, 
on the basis of some of the work we have done with McGiU and some of the 
work we have done within the MRAP process, been snle to outline four moaules 
to date- one on leadership style, one on decision making, one on goal s«Ji"g' 
and one on the management and use of time. We expect to be able to move ahead 
with those training materials and possibly have them ready for testing and 
application during the latter part of this year. 

I mention these several developmental projects, because I think we will 
t.,. booking to the members for help in testing those activities and for assist- 
ance in assessing their value, their importance, their usefulness to you; and 
I think in line with that, the OMS staff are very interested in any comments 
or suggestions you might have for us in helping refine and develop these 
activities. As mentioned by Ralph Hopp. we are now at a point where the Ottice 
will be establishing a new advisory structure, and your comments and suggestions 
in that respect would be useful to us. 
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Report of th e Executive Director 



MR. McUONALD: Some of you may have had the impression that last Fali':^ jnGcClng 
was going to be my last as executive director. To anyone who is disappoint c^d 
to find me still around, T want to make the following promise: that at the 
conclusion of tomorrow':^ f)Qa^;'d meeting, i plan to disappear luily and i.naliy. 

Tiierefore, as bcfiti a dedicatod birdwatcher such as myself, this is going 
to be my swan song. All intelligent people know that there are thiee species 
of swans in North America: the trumpeter swan, the whistling swan, and the 
. - swaru iVhich one of these I should choose to be on this occasion gave inc 
considerable nrohlem. T wn ^ almost equally tempted by the mute swan and the 
trumpeter swan, but I have chosen the middle one, and I mean to imitate the 
;tl ing swan, whoso song is short and sweet, 

I want to begin what might laughingly be called a report with what is 
properly its conclusion, I do so becausej like that good man William Welsh, 
1 sometimes get emotional on occasions such as thiS; and I want to get said 
what is in my mind, I think you can guess what that is; "^ly, that it 

hau been a great privilege for me to have had the opportun to ser as 
executive director of the Association of Research Librari^' even if briefly. 
S(-iiC of you may feel that it has not been brief enough. But this is truly a 
great organi zat ion , with a great rccorJ of accomplishment, I am positive it 
has a great future, 

1 would like to think that I have not done it any great Sarm during my 
18 months here^ as some of you have been kind enough to write to me or speak 
with mo and say that you think that I may have even done some good. To those 
people, I obviously want to express my sincere ^hanks, and I want to say to 
those people also t ::it it has really been easy, given the quality of the ARL 
staff and the caliber of people with whom I have had the opportunity to work, 
the officers of the Association, the members of the Board of Directors, and 
all of you, who, I think, contribute so very much to the ARL out of its long 
rradition of volunteer ism . T am really more grateful to you than I possible 
sav here and that is really all I want to say at this point. I know you know 
what is in my heart, 

[iaving said the last first, let me get dowi. o business and try to tell 
you a little bit about some of the things that wc have done in the seven or so 
months since 1 last reported to you. Just after the October meeting of the 
Association, I traveled to Japan to represent the ARL at the Third Jnpan-U.S, 
Library Confcronce where I read a brief paper on the subject of standards for 
university librarius, A number of ARL directors also delivered papers at that 
meeting. While I think it is difficult to gauge the effect or the value of 
<uch :\ hi^-nationn] conFerence. I would have to believe that it is the sort 
of tring that i ^' Korth doing from rime to time. 

Suon after my return from Japan, there began a series of meetings on 
copyright, which grow in frequency and intensity as the House Judiciary Sub- 
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commit -ee on Courts, Civil Liberties and the Administration of Justice neared 
rlio completion of its !iuarings and prepared to mark up the ;;opyright revision 
Hiii, Copyright hn> certainly been the overriding concern 1 have had over th^? 
]:i<T severai months since our meeting, and after the turn of the year, it 
occupiQd virtually all of my time, which, I think, in part oxplaLns why wc 
iiave failed to follow our normal ^-nodule in communicating with you through the 
AKh Newslotcvr. 1 am suru tliat: siaiT ulll do u lot ]>oit^r in the future. 

I :m t;oin>; to come hack to copyright in a few mlnute^^. Just now, I want 
to sa>- a fc.^ words ahout the ARL office and its two projects. 1 gave n fairly 
full report at th- annual meeting in the fall on our finances, which were tierter 
than you wanted them to be. You know you instructed us to do a little deficit 
s^H-^ndins^, and T ha^'^-^ fnilcd you again. Wo keep accumulating a modost reserve, 
but maybe John Lore:ic can do better. We now liave 104 members, as Virginia Whitney 
ifelicatud to you at the top of the show. Our first quarter expenditures are 
vury much on our budgeted target, and a full aud i tors ' report will be included 
in the next minutes of the Association meeting, so that you can be able to see 
in black and white what I am reporting hero. 

Mr. Webster has given you a very good report on the activities of tlie 
Office of Management Studies, and I will not add to that, except to say that 
thrv are in their first year of their Council on Library Resources grant. 

As far as the Center for Chinese Research Materials is concerned, I am 
delighted that P,K. Yu could be here and visit with some of you at ihc meeting. 
The Center continues its excellent work. As you know, it is operaing, unlike 
the ARL, in a deficit posture. We continue to have strong assurances from the 
State Department that they will, at least for the current year, be able to re- 
pair that deficit. The Center has a. revolving fund on which they can draw as 
well , but we are very much concerned to remedy this shortfa-U. P.K. Yu is 
readying proposals for funding agencies, which T think is very great promise 
for success, I had hoped very mucn before I left Washington last week to be 
able to have the final assurance from the St ncpartment. I do think ^"^at 
very soou they will be sending us some supf ry funding for the CCP Its 

reputation is superb around the country, ai not help but believe c 

it will succeed in securing the necessary t 

I shared this and other information with the Board yesterday. I think ^ince 
this is an interim report, I am not going to try to dwell on all of the things 
that I shared with the Board. The Board minutes will be ^umt to you in due 
course. I would simply like to say that the office has made the best effort it 
could to continue their good relatinnn with fhe NCLTS and Mr. Tro^-J, with the 
Library of Congress^ and with others with whom wo work with such frequency. 

We have a fairly good publication record, other than the Newslettor ^ since 
we were able to get out the promised separate on the 14^JBDL^^^2I1MIS^^.1^1^E 
National Bibllogr;:.phic Center . I must say that I feel Inuch comforted by some 
oTl^FlrioiF^eccriF ivcntF That have occurred in Washington, I rather dreaded 
leaving the Washington scene with no visihlu u'compl i sltments , and T am not sure 
that the ones I am going to cite arc all thai tangible, but at least I can 
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leave feeling that there are savne prospects for accomplishments. 

Now, first on the copyright front, just about a ir^^nth ago the Mouse 
Subcommittee finally re;i.^!ied in its iiiarkup the famous ibss^ction 108(g) (2) 
o!i library phD"DCOpyin,j Kibseqaent to iti. action, I ^.nt what I called a 
copyright update. As yo;.: know, the Subcommittee adopted an amendment to the 
section which changes the language which this association ond others have 
objected to so strongly. We feel that it chan^^es the language in a diroction 
which is helpftil to us, -nd it was that influence that I was trying to share 
with you. i put my own internretcit ion on the meaning of that language ^ and 
since I am not mi attorney, I could l--^ very wronv. Some of you have noticed 
that that language is vague, perhaps ambiguous, but I hope it is not permanently 
t roub 1 esome . 

Since the copyright memo 1 sent )^ou, I ha\ c taken some additional actions, 
ha\e secured rrom our attonuys their official legal interpretation of the 
new language for 108(g) (2). Recently we have secured from them some suggested 
language for the Mouse report, which will accompany the bill once it is passed. 
It is imp^ ^tynt for i; to have in the House report suggested language which 
provides r^:/OcJ Interpretation of the amendment, Philip Brown, our attorney, 
has done :i .^d.urable job in providing possible report language. That language 
I t> ink we will be able to sliare after we have had a chance to read it, adjust 
Ji, and discuss it within the staff. It is very important that we take comfort 
from what has been accom.plished, and at the same time not congratulate ourselves 
pfema-urely. There will be other hurdles. The bill will eventually be voted 
on if^ io by the committee, and it is even possible at that late time that 
another amendment can be brought forward. Assuming it is passed, and 108(g) 
(2) remains as it is in its present version, it will go to the House floor, 
•.here of course it could also be amended. Assuming it passes there in its 
present Foru?. needs to go to a conference committee of the Senate and the 
nou:-e, as the Senate version differs. ihere, we would hope to be able to have 
tht: ..unference coiumittco adhere to the Hcuse language, and I think we have some 
reHS( 11 to he optimistic on that score. 

"he amefidment has good auspices It was passed with only one dissenting 
Dte jy the House Subcormni Ltee . It:: Jrafting by tlie committee staff gives it 
stre igtiK We feel that the Register of Copyrlciits is not out of sympathy witli 
Uio amendment. \V-ry Important, we believe that the cmen l;nent has a very good 
chiince of standing up in conference, Tlie publishers have not had a great tieal 
to say /H)()ut the amendmont as yet, but what they have said T think has been in 
a friendly or certainly not an unfriendly spirit, so that, again, 1 think this 
gives us some reason for optimisn. 

Throughout all this, we liavc Km! the great benefit of a powerful coalition 
t)f lihrary associations, and I c..:.iinly want to recognize the indebtedness to 
the AhA and the other associ^ L i.cas fc ; their efforts that they have put into 
this along wirh in^. 1 think Robert Wedgeworth can testify that i^ is a de- 
mn!iding process, hut we stuck togeth(.?r. we worked t gether, and \ 7:hink for that 
reason and others we accomplished something. I do riot want to overlook the 
effort of' the communications from all of you. The Subeommittee staff noted 
the unprecodented volume of mail that accompanied this issue, and I know from 
the carbon copies that yoti sent to the ARb office that many of you wrote long 
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and persuaiiv;; letters. It was an impressive accomplishment from mi and its 
members. Toward the end more and more users and user groups were heard from, 
including: scholarlv societies and others. This certainly helped. I think 
without this, we would have been very unlikely to secure an amendment in thc 
ilQuse, Thtir tendency was to go along ith the Senate version wherever pwssihlc. 

As T -anderstand it the associations have agreed to have another joint 
meeting soon, and although I will not be a pwrty to that, I am aelii;hteu Lliat 
the coaliton will contin- I certainly will be glad to answer questions 
iatvr trom ::ny of you who wish to put them to me, but I think that is enough 
for the ' i;?-.-nt on the copyright matior. 

I want tr talk now about another possible accomplish;-iont . This is an 
:L;u;:uln;ea: to the !!igher Education Act, which proviaes new language for Title 
II i:. As vou know, "Title il-C o:ice seri'ed as the vehicle for the shar-d cata- 
lo-Jing prolram, wJiich has now become a part of the annual ' udget of the Literary 
of'Coni'resH. and it is moving very effectively along in i t way. Title 11 = .. 
remain's as kind of an empty vessel into which we have poured some new language. 
Aeaia 1 think 'hat the amendment that we have succ Hied in securing from the 
Senate Subcommittr :. on Education is one that has th best efforts of not lust 
the ML, but also the ,ALA, and others. This amendrr. it, if agreed to ultimately 
in a conference comniittee with the House, would pro de the funding tor research 
lihraru., libraries of the type represented in this association, but in addition, 
m states where thei is no ArI library, tht largest academic library or the 
largest public library o:. the state library agency. 

Gv^n thouri^ the funding requested in th. first year is modest by Fedoral 
standards fl am talking about $iO,t;00,000 when 1 say modest], it could be the 
s' irt of =1 new program of Mbrs" ■ -numa^-t -jat could have far= reacliing signi- 
ficance, in -ocent days, and i;an iust last week, we are considering the ^ 
possibility of a slight chan^. . . „■ w.^rding of the new languag'^ fn. HkA ll-C 
in order to mak- U p.^ssible to^ a reso.ace sharing agency to secure funding 
under this title. This hopefully would speak ;)Ossibly tr he needs ot the 
NCLIS and its task force effort on a national serials system. It would respond 
to th> initiatives of the ARL that you have already heard about from IXiuglas 
Bryant reporting for the ARL-CHl joint committee, and possibly to other 
resource shar,/g .igenci^s that might be in a ^.osition to provide a national 
it-rvice in returri for Federal support. 

1 hive disc ^scd this with Robert Wedgeworth and others. I know it has 
been discussed with Alphonse Trezza, although he and I have not had a chance 
to talk about it too recently, but Mr. Trezza knows about it and I think 
approves- We have : -)me assurances from Ssuator Pell's comm.ttc:; tnat it wi . 1 
nSt be too difficult to secure this change in the language, and we are very 
hopeful that that, too, can be done. It might be from the ARL view, pro^ 
moting one of the long standing and high priorities that wo attach to the 
establishment of some sort of a national lending library. 

I would like to turn now to a Itoard action which is in some way related 
to what I ■ vvc just talked about, and that is s reaffirmation of tlie charge 
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to our Inte: 'ary Loan Curnmirtee. There was reference in our meeting this 
morning to the necessity to look at the grov'/ing tendency in ARL librari s and 

*-hers to charge tor various services. The practice of charging for inter= 
iihrary loan^ U 'jne that is groui: -, and it seemed to the Board that it would 
he timely to try to find out wha i happening, and t jO in a position to 
advise the Association on this frunt , To that end, the Board reaffirmed tne 
need to take a broad view of Association interests regarding interlibrary loan, 
and requested the C^M^iittee to invesri^'ate the conHequc'ices of inter! ibrar>' 
loaii charges, including implications of the proposed copyright issues and the 
ivroposed use of coupons. In order to d so, the Board agreed that the Committe 
membership shou:/ ]}e incroased from five to seven piembcrs. D:^ M.d Weber, who 
has served very . ffectiveiy as the chairman of the Inter! ibravy Loan Cominittee 
has asked to r> relieved of the chairmanship, but has ..greed to remain on the 
(iommittoe. ,ire fortunate in being able to say that Jay Luckcr, who has 

av^'!: :.^.'rvuu trie Coninurtce, has agreed to beco:Tie chairman ^ so there wLH be 
continuity : ; tiiL activities of tho Intcrlibvary Loan Committee: it docs have 
an imfiortar^' cask to perform. 

ihc- are a number of othL s that I think a^^ som^what less signi- 

ficants I do not believe 1 a.. ing to take the time to go into them. I 

am be; .. g to antLcLpate ' hat i)oat ride and salmon bake, and I do not vvant 
to ke^ .a here tuo long; Lut i do certai ly want to say in closing that I 
am dvl itea that the Association has fouMd a person of John Lorenz's 
vxpt*r i ^ a a: i a!.)ilirv to succc^:y me as executive director. John has already 
l^cgun to work for the Association, and his capable and judicious approach is, 
I thiiik what is going to serve the Association extrei^.iy well in the years 
alKNid. As a prospective irember ^^f the Association, i look forward to working 
witli hini (ind voe in the future. i'hank vou . 



Ml WiiriXhV: John McDonald has not only given you, as usual, a very beruiti- 
ful anu full repurt of the executi\^: direclur, bur he took away from ne tiic 
oppor"unity of doing more than asking - 'ni to join me in a very heartfelt 
rhnnks for the splendid way lie served u^ . . ^aa not believe it is only : 
moiitli-.; It --t'ems as If John has alwa> ■ been with us. You have listened to 
people in wiv position frocpiently say hcnv worried they are about beini, able to 
fulfill ihv requirements of the office of ARf [^residency. I have learned 
soiiiething. ivitli the executive di rector- s help and the staff in the office, 
;( IN not so f):id. i wolild like give the iiuanbers of t!ie Search ('ommiMee 
S(»mo eri'Un , I -ausu they wt^dsed exceedingly ijuiekly and came up with a un- 
arn . recomme; :ation. The Search Committee was chaired by luchard De Gennaro 
ar^ ' included iVi^Mam Budington, Rutherford Rogers^ Warren ilaas, and I- j ph liopp. 
Tb ^ ^ ju^esented a inianimous recommendation to the Board, which was un^oiimously 
accepted by t!ie Board, and the boa ' ^g^' wc -ed the hxocutlve Committee to 
uiTe- the appointment of exucut Lvt^ s to Jolin Loronz, We could nut 

have iTeen happier witli his accept/ en the two Johns got togother and 

we presenily have two executive d to work witlK One is going to be 

ndievthi for rrow aftei tlie Hoara : .g; the other has just recently 

r sumed an oM icia] position with us as of the 1st of May. Tn actuality, both 
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miMi luivo been work in? hand in yjovo all spring, so so have a very etrcctive 
transition from one to the other. Vhcy will continue to consult witn onc_ 
^noth'^r ard fortunatolv for all oi' us. while we know John McDonald is going 
io Connecticut, ho is still one of us and we will be able to call on h un , a;; 
.ve wish him :40od luck in his new responsibilities at Co/.nccticut . 

It nc-w HIV iiU's'surc to turn to John Loren:, whom 1 am happy tu mtro- 
Ju.-- a- vour Mcv' :-xccutivc director, lie would like to ;^a>' a few words tr- yo-. 

Mi; hlRHSL. ThLinK vou verv much, Virginia. 1 also wanted to thank you ror 
vour Irtt-r^ of ccnuratulat ions and best wishes and offers of cooperat lori . 
"l think John McDonald wuuld agro,- tiuit any executive director needs all the 
coop-ration and undorstandinu lie can get. There was one letter in particular, 
witi. a particular naranranh that really struck me; and 1 would like to snaie 



Kaid "-uvHild be madness to promise tiiat 1 will suddenly become a paragon ot 

,.;;Mve thinnn<' and cooperation, but I am certainly willing to try. 1 haU 
tluit a. maior breakthrouRh ; that is the spirit. 1 would agree witn oohn 
Mc^ionald that this a ^rcat Association, and I am fortunate to have had 
the^pportun'itv nf workinii with it the last 10 years. It does liavc a remark- 
able record r' achievement and tradition, of good will and cooperation, and 
verythine, I possibly can to .arry on those traditions. 



i hui levu tnoi 
r h i n I ' ■ ; t 
to Rie 
foi 

rather 



-s a ureat deal of strcn-th in this Association, and 1 
r. r--ord"^how« thiS. Just rccaUine a couple of examples, it seems 
••ttLne libraries included under I'i, y getting tlie National iiogram 
nsitions and Cataloging all the way through the Congress against some 
severe opposition and I remember it because 1 was m the Ot ice ot 
, .ji'i, . . . .-.n at that time -- that was a tremendous achievement. 1 think thu'c 
twrtliini-s'alone^iavrput ARL into bibliographic and cultural history. ir 
would seem to mo tiiat some of the recent achievements, such as turning .rrounu 
rh- Kastenmeie. Subcommittee as a , result of tlic many communications 1 rom membeT s . 
gettin" Hl'A T'tle II-C written info the Senate bill on the extension ot l.h. 
lliaher''pduration Act. I think tlierc are tremendous opportunities in that 
"itle n-C because for the first tim- the unique contributions tnat rcse^Tcn 
-hraries make in the devel opmei.._ of a nat>nal library and uiformat^.n system 

been rnco<Mii:'ed. A lot o' nard work will have to be done to get ttiat all 
the way tnrough, but 1 think there . ^e groat opportunities in working townru 
tho- r ends . 

S,. I want to do everything tha- i can to forward ttiese interests of m.- 
! will 'ho looking to the Board; 1 .^l be looking to the mcmbcrshi p 1 J ^ 
look. to tlie "^taff and I would agree with John That it is an cxcellcn. staff 
that w^ begin with. I do not think I want to go any further into ^-^^'j;^ 
„f the Association at this time, but I do want to say that I am del i gl ted te 
have an opportunity to be working wiin all of yoo in this capacity. thank vuu 
vcrv miic; . 
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RliPORT OF THH TASK VOllCll TQ STUPY TllH ^Rl COMMISSION STRUCTURn 

Task Force CmvgQ: To analyze the scope and intor-rul ationship of the 
Commissions and the nroblums they have in fulfil linn their responsibi H t i es ; 
niso to con^iaer the role of the ARL Board in reiation to the Coininission^ . 

RtjciHumendat iuiis : 

1, The Board of Directors and the ARI. staff should assume the 

responsibilities presently assignv-'J to the various Commissions, 
with the except inn of the MannacTrient CoimTiission , 

In place of the Commission on Management of Research Libraries, 
a standing Advisory Committee to the Office of Management 
Studies should be created, with appropriate representative 
from the Board, the membership, and others as may prove use= 
ful for the CMS ^ rogram-. 

3. ^Hie Commission structure of the ARL should be eliminated, 
B a c k g r j u n d Info rmation o n ^h e Co mm is sj_ojis 

Ihe Comi.iiS'Uon structure was first outlined in a March 29^ 1971 "draft 
report^' to the Board by President Thomas R. Buckman. In that report he 
identified the minor ar:jas of concern and activity of the ARL and arranged 
these under *Task Groups. These '^Groups'' were given titles essentially in 
use today: rievelopment of Resources, Organization of Resources, Access to 
Resources and Service to Readers, Management of Research Libraries, Relation 
ships with the Federal Government > and Association Affairs (Bxecutivu 
Committee). This "new form" of ARL operation placed all committees within 
one of the Task tiroups in a heirarchical fashion, thus removing the direct 
oversiidir responsibility of the Committees from the Lxecutivc Oirector. 
1he ^'(iroups" were nained Commissions rather than Task Groups and the plan 
was then imph/mented by the {H)ard. 

After some two years of opuration UMdr^r this ihethod of orivUii la t i on , 
It seemed app:irent that the i n te rpos i .n Commissions Ijetween the working 
committees and the Lxixutive Director, whi^u perhaps relieving the Hxecutive 
Pirector of much of the time-consuming responsibilities, also placed liim in 
tiie position of not having fir;.t-hand information on many Associ at i o?' , f f 'i i r 
The Commission chairmen regularly nn t in one session with the Board and also 
reported to the membership, iilternaii vely in written and oral form. After 
experience of some two years in this mode it became clear that the organi- 
sation was not functioning satisfactorily. 

On November 19, 1973 the Commission chairmen ^ ARL staff, and the 
Lxc^cutive Committee, rnet to reconsider the Commission structure. That 
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nieerin^ resulted in [il:icini^ the mana^ernent of the t;o::iini inns rrioro diri'CtI}' 
within the Board, with Board meiiinors ^^ervin^- ciuiirniriu Also, the 
ComTiiissions were given only advisory rc?pons ib i 1 i t i us to the Board -ither 
than iTinn:! Cf^nent of the vari lus cemmi trees, Coinnuitee- a^ait! were ;v .:ee>i 
directlv under the [:x-cutive Pirectv)r and ARL Office staff for coord inar i en . 
in addition, lask Forces for specifically identified concerns were estah!ish./j 

The Commission chairnien and the Board, in their continuous 7'eview of 
i^^iu-. and .riwritles of ARL, often found :ha^ ^-my ^^^rno•^ .-rv \nu:rr^^r 
to, and fell within the nir/iew of. more than one Ommi ss ion . Fh.- menihersf, : p 
appeared nor tn iinderstand the u-.nr-Uston strncr-rc a facr tlwit heea.^ie Mwite 
apparent at the May 1975 memhership discushion ^ession. 

To take vet another look at the ComTiiission structure, President Ue (iennaro 
appointed the present Task Force on June 9, 1975. Mean\dn ^ e the Cominissioners , 
also trying to resolve the ovca'lapping areas of rcspons i e ;. i 1 1>' , 7-enuestec 
another joint moctinu, wh'c; aih>.ouently was held on Deceinbcr 10, 1975. At 
that meetini^ a calendar r ' ^ les w:-s identified and some effort was made to 
brino these down to a feu - ar (O.ty concerns. Also, responsibi I i ty for 
these was then placed witr. ' ifidlvidual commissions and the ARL Office 
staff. 

CommL*ii^s on the_ Recommenday ons 

Recomniendat ion No. i: The Board of Directors and the ARh 
Staff shniild assiatie the responsibilities presentiv assluned 
to the vari(nis Commissions, with the exception of the 
Management Cominission. 

As presently funct 1 on 1 r the - missijns iia\-. as their re-^pon s ! N i 1 i t v 
Mde^iti fvini^ broad issues and cnncerns, setting objectives, providing state- 
-f-lhe-art anaiyses and assessment of future directions for ARLf' (Nr member 
J2, 1973 report' by S. F-rankieK Although the Commission chairmen arc 
members of the Board, those respons ib i i 1 ties we believe are the proper 
sanction of the Board as a whole, particularly those relating to "setting 
cbiectlves'' and "assessment of future directions for ARL/' 

For the Poard to take nn (I'ack) these responsibilities it may very w.>ll 
consider several suggestions which the Task Force discussed- 

K the Board may have to meet more often if it is to expand 
its losponsibilities, as suggested. 

2. A^- an nlfornativOj o^ even perhaps including the above, 
the Roaru may want to extend its meet laig period to an 
additionol day each time. 

3, The meetings of the Board nay bo more appropriately 
directed toward priority concerin. and action matters 
(instead of as much time as is now given to infor- 
mational -type items). 
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in order to take on the? fungtionH of the Cdhuiuss ions 
the Board might want to coni^ider expanding its mcmher= 
ship by several people and then forming sub-groups of 
Board members vocusing attention to specific areas 
similar to those now identified by the present 
Commission deUneatLon, These sub-groups would 
ccnerate recommendnt ions to ho considered by the Board 
as a wli o i e . 

the ARL Office staff to dischargo Its pre -^er function, the '\\i>k 
I'nri c fev\ ' t^trnnqlv that this sraff ha " to be augmented. At the De^ omhe^' 
in^ iv)75 :::cetin^ of the Coimni ss ioners , nmng the high priority issues 
; ..enu i f ied, Lhere were clearly several areas in which the staff has to take 
primary rcspons ibi li t v . It Is nut only impractical but probably unr. ;istic, 
uiven the sizu of ARL^eml)ersh ip, for any except the small rumber of ^members 
sc-rvint; on the Board or specific "iask Forces, to participate very ciiectivcly 
in ARI "affairs. Furth^r, it undoubtedly is an expectation among the member^ 
ship that the ARL staff has to provide the major leadership and thrust on such 
matters as federal 1 eti i s 1 at ion / 1 iai son wirh governmental and educational^ 
agencies, research, and eommun 1 cat ion umoni; the membership. At the May 197^ 
membership discussion meeting, at Houston, it was clear tliat membership expects 
more frOin the ARi staff than the j>resent si^e .juld possibly provide. Also, 
many members were very surprised at the smallness of thv staff, and expansion, 
even with the implLcation of higher dues, was a commonly expressed suggestion. 

Recnnimendat ion So. 2: fn place of the Commission on 
Management of Research I ibrarie^, a standing Advisory 
Committee to the Office nf Management Studies should be 
ereated, with appropriate represenr at ion froni the Board, 
the membership/ and n^S-^^ as may prove useful for the 
QMS urogram. 

In some respectv: this would refine present practice and properly label 
ttie Management Commissiu.u fhe OMS is a special program requiring an 
advisorv'group that has continuity, specific interest and/or skills m 
management matters, and should he under the chai nnanship of someone chosen ^ 
for rccisotis other tiuui ^i-,)}^ Board membership. The Board, however, shopbJ 
have re'^resentat ion on :ne Advisory Committee for liaison purposes. Memne^- 
snip on' the Cnmmittee s^ nj : necessarily be limi i ed to ARL membership 

aithoui:h we believe a maj of the Committee members should be fr^ 

nmong the mem})crshi[K The hxrcutivc Hi rector should ne an ex^.^^jij}^^ 
member of the Committee, 

In cnnneciion with QMS, the Task Force helievos that the OMS staff 
increasingly should he available and drawn upon, m a support ivc way , for 
ARL staft' responsibilities, particularly in areas involving statistics, 
planning, research, *nd eeunomic concerns. Its assistance in drafting 
research or project pro[;os:ds, for example, appropriately could result in 
the develnpmont" of technic|Ues and guidelines of use to tfie membership in 
a mire y one ml way. 
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Rcconnnendat ion No, 5: Thu Comniission structure of the 
ARL should be eliminatecL 

I-roiTi the above brief backp-Dund of the Commi ion structure, U becomes 
apparent that this pattern of i>perationN, while po^^essing a certain loyic, 
hn< not been effective in practice, No attempt has been made to analyse, 
in anv thorouv^h fashion, why this has been the ARL experience. Suffice to 
observe that in its brief (S year) existence, the Commission structure has 
been under nlmost continuous review (and attack) . If there are proponents 
of the structure, the Task Force has not hoard of them. Obviously sume 
c h a n ge i s c a 1 1 ed f o r . 

The Task Force, which is making this rccamniendat inn , consists of a 
current Board member, a past Board member, a past Commission Chairman, a 
past President, and a young ARL member. In addition, the final Tnceting of 
the Task r-rce 'vas attended by the ARL Fxecutive Hi rector and the Lxecutive 
Di rector-designate. We humbly ask to be discharMOd, having met what we 
interpia^ted to be our charge- 

Ray Fraiitz. Jr. 

[lav id Laird 
Stanley McfUderry 
Basil Sruart-Stubbs 
Raljih ilopp. Chairman 

lanuarv 27, 1976 
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APf^HN[)IX B 



RHPORT OF niH SUBCOMMrni:Ii 10 RHVIHW CRITERIA FOR ARL MHM'iHRSuir 



[•stabl i shment 

\t the 4Sth ARL Board meeting. Moy 7, 1975, discussion of specific prDb = 
ien^s created by Membership Criteria #9 (number of Ph.D degrees granted) led 
to tiie appointment of thih Subcoinmi ttee . The Subcommittee was asked to review 
ail of the criteria for ARL membership, to consider the relationship of these 
criteria to the proposed Stt^^^n .; Js for Universit- Libraries and to the work 
of r-^ recent ly^creati; : r:..^ Force on Criteria f-r ARL Membership for Non= 
Un^v::; i'v Libraries and for Son=Library Agencies, chaired by William Budington. 

nuring the 87th ARL inciting in Washing; , n.^r3bu 1975, the Subcomniittec 
met orce as a body and once with the Task F rc^:. ^ ihe ise its deliberations 
have been carried on by mail or by telephon., A/'vr Oc.^ober 1975, all written 
coi.i;:\uiucat i ons were shared with members of : ^^'a-L ■ . ce, 

Fy^ij^b 11 i ty f^r Memb^rsMj) 

The Subcommittee first asked itself whether Article 11, Section I of the 
ARL By-Laws, which describes in general terms the institutions eligible for 
memi^^orship as '*major university libraries whose collections and services are 
broadly based and. certain other libraries whose collections are recogni::cd 
as having national significance...,*' should continue to be the basis for the 
development of membership criteria. Wc concluded that: (1) ARL f^hould con- 
tinue to be an association of academic and non-academic institutions which 
maintain collections of nationnl research siiinif icance and (2) that the primary 
objective of the membership criteria is to identify such institutions. 

A])]iropri ^Lt^eiTiess of Frcsent CriU^r ia. 

Criteria ^^9 _[ ^y512£^il^ J . IK ; s C r c 1 1; i ) 

In cunsidering Lhe apnropr i ator -s of the ^e^ent criterin for this task 
as they apply to academic 1 ibrari . we fir^t addressed th^^ specific jiohlem 
of Criteria ^^9. We asked ourselves if hv present rctpiirement on the number 
of Ph.[).*s granted helps to di f f ere/ir i ate between institutions in a sp^^cial 
and significant way. The Committee reviewed the history of Criteria yhi^ \ 
covers several years and found itself in agreement with the Rovelstad Commit tee 
on Membership Criteria which recominended at the d:.: nary 1974 ARL memhersi , 
meeting that the requirement he dropped. The recommendation was defeated. 
At that time the Rovelstad Committee argued: (1) that the requirement caused 
difficulties for several pramising potential candidates because it was skewed 
upward by the number uf m.P.'s granted by a few very large institutions. 
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(M^^-nbershio point;. J out. correct l>s that the ro. iuiroJ nc-rcentagc of the median 
wa^ flexiblo'and could he lowered, as ir .vontunUy was, f-oni 4uv to :^0:,| 
\2) ^hat the n'j-^-b.r rt ^ield? in which n lihrary ha? been Judj^ed h)- accrediting 
agencies and b, it< own institution be qualiried to .support PiuiK programs 
is the ^^tati-tic -nos^ relevant to jud.-r^t^nt on the breadth nf collections. 
The Sub.-imnu ttce agrees aad believes Criteriri '9 to he redundant. '^JhSISr. 
fore rcconrru^i.^ Uyat^£^ jiL J^iL i'iSPU£i^ J^- ^,^--\^'^t for Hienihersh Ij^ in. 

ARlTT ^^^^ "^ " " 

S i 1 0 / ^ ij^in _f I ^j - ^■^_J^j'=^^ ^ b - / J 

Ac ha\'/ jarriiiiiv re'^itwcu a^ whule rnu criteria for iiienihe rsiu p 
^he ; b^ of the increasiag ccrcern among librarian:^, educators, 
\r- > r ^r^^. and admini ^ : rators with the lorni range implications of exponential 
,,r..vvln . a^ hris led to increasing local, regional and national emphasis on 
rc<c.n\o ^barin^. We al^c had in rnind the r^or: .general i:ed hut cqunllv current 
crDphasis on quality and focus In education. We do not believe that the present 
criteria nrovido the best possible direct measure of researcli collections of 
high uuailty. While they are easily derived from statistics now collected by 
ARL, thev represent n i sc e 1 1 aneous descriptive information collected over time 
which is^primarilv oriented tu budget applications and useful for management 
purposes/ IvUh the possible exception of friteria f^lO, they .ell us how big^ 
but not how good nor' how significant unless we continue to accept the iniplicit 
assumption that biggest is best. Although wc are acutely aware of the diffi- 
cultv of expressing qnnl ity in any terms, qunntitativo or subjective, we are 
CO 1 inced that in the present environment it is important for ARL to approach 
management information and membership criteria as separate problems and to 
make' a major effort to develop more direct measures of the quality of c^.liec- 
cions and services as a basis for membership. recommendj^ 

* I^Li^ ^ fore t he cl o sc_o tS^^L^SlB^^.^'^^^^^' appoint a 
Mcmb ei' >h\j} Cl^i^ rU_fa^ 

worFiyth^Two^ grou ps no w ^0£cerTUjvgjh^ with memb er^ 

ship erlte r\j_.^ 

i> , That^ the Tas k F crrce be asked to Jievj jjj pej;i> - ^hip uri^ena 

foF^ aTT s^ q f_ r e s e a rc if ins t"i t u t io ns j ^^gni zing spec Hnxa Ux 
tno^jieH]j£ ^^liiib yv^f^^tity a- n r-^Hiircj^ 

runrr'using tlie; f^ t !biZ_J-PC/^'I. 

p '0' ict i_y>v 




Ihe definition of the coUectiun should include all forms 
^ f material of re^ciircli Mgnificance fosp. microforms nni 
manuscri pts , 

Ihe collection should be described by a standardized set 
if subjects (e.g, major LC categories, \\\mS fields or 
other methods) 
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The nieasurc ap]iiioJ to fields of collection should be 
by titles held and titles added, suntnementod by a 
statenient of acqin-itions policy. 

4, Unique holdings s'lould be identified by a brief 
narrative description (Le. some materials su^^h as 
pictures 5 ^jroaJs ides , etc . are not rcadi ly qirint i - 
fiablo). 

3. Quality of services siiouid he measured in tern^'^ of 

national deiuaidenec (i.e. ratio of loans to bcrrowingj 
1 nc 1 Lid i rn; [)iiOtocupy j . 

0. Quality of access should be measured in terms of the 
number of survice staff; hihl iographic access should 
he assurried unless there are ununie tools that can be 
i dent i f ied. 

That in view of t h uri])D r tanc c_ of datn^ j^i-theri n^jini^jina ly s i in th^ 
wcjlT^lJF the^Task rorce, the pe rso n re ctjng^Uie compjJation of_J^iL 
S t a t i\t-J^: s h(Liin_ c% -officio mem lier 

d. That in view of the_ ijii|iortance_juTd^^i 

iHTFTonT^c^l^^^ he author ir.cd t o make Funds ac"Lll::. 

riin'e'l^oFThF^uTniopr of -nccial ^^litljcs^ w ijttrin JJ ^^.^ J^Av 

Kel at lonsh i p with ijisk^ ^lS:iJ'ce^ ^-^S^^^U'L IllS^ 
i h ra r i e s and. Son -7. i b r a ry 3iL^'^^yd51i 

Since Octoi^er the Subcommi r tee niid the Task Force have shared 

linciiments. We are agreed m principle that a continuing effort to revise tiie 
quantitative ARh memhershLp criteria Is needed and that the effort should be 
carried on by a single committee after action at the October meeting on our 
^ H"'C i f i c recoiTinenda t ion.^ . 

kcl at ionsh i]) Between Activities of liu AlU.AM:R]^_do i nt a^^^ 
Lib' ra r>" St ruida rds 

Wm.^ work of the Joint Committee began after J.e AL \ Midwinter Meeting in 
darniary ll)7(. If i\v Board concurs with the reCOKuncndat i ons la this report, 
it will r)e forwardtnj f^>r ir^formatien to thr (diairman of thedolnt (\Mmnittee. 
Ihe Subcommittee recomniends that there b(^ a continuing M iison hf tween the 
Jtiifit Coiiim i t t ee , the present Suheonimi t too arid the propostd Task i-yrce. 

diisiac^.' narrcc 

Stanley Mchlderry 

Page Ackerman, Chair-'^an 

April .24. li)7b 
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Hl--^ni;r ;)!• Till TASn rORCh ON ■MdTKHlA FOR ARL MI:MBliRSMir I-OR 
vON-llNuTH^f rV [.IHllARIhS ANh NON^LIRRARY AGHNCIHS 



Huv present report essentially -cpvats the ee-ie IusMm!^ prr^-nTeci te i:^e 
Bonrd of Directors at its Oct iNer, 1975, niueting. Sinca pronara^ic'^ or the 
.-..y-.yr f'].-: ^'-^ ^i. iA^-.^c'' He-- :e;'* :i rhe BOeiePs euhcenun 1 1 tee on Critc-ria foi' 
\RL Membership at the Oetohcr, 197^, monibership Tnocting; the two Chairpersons 
h:£ee al-e eo::ferr=^d , nt "he A! A Midwinrer ^leetine nnci hy telephone, to 
eonrdinite the thinkine of the two i^r^^up^ and obtain a TTiodicum of interaction. 



eon^' i derri t i or 



tl; eroup^^ have attenipted to .^ansidor both short-term and long-term 
and proiio^als for ^e anRcs in criteria for edmission to ARL 
nierni-^ershi p. Ihere is suhstantiut ii^e^emeut that, in the iani:-tcrm, parateeter^ 
must bo better developed for ti\e 'xercise of t|unlitative judgniont . For the 
short tcriTi. our host effort niust he directed toward honori ng our quantitative 
meac^ure^ to the most rcievant statistics. Although the specific clement is 
not meaningful in its own area of chnrgo, the Task Force supports the Sub- 
LoniJtii ttee's recommendat i on to drop the number of Ph . n , ^ s conferred as a meniher- 
sh i p cr it erioe . 

In its deliberations, the Task force reached one conclusion vvhieh U refers 
To the Hoard as a basic premise: that, Icust for the liine hieing, ARL should 
^^^^ ; : r^f I ( ! . . , thoir 1 H s t ! 1 11 1 I on s 1 d 1 rcct 1 v involved 

in deveiopine their own collect iont, and in servin^.^ scholars. (This rationale 
is understood to be central to Suh .miiiittee thinkini; as well J In light ni' 
thi-s conclusion the Task Force recommends that non-library agencies not bo 
e.;n:.idpru.i i<>r full men:hership at the present ti.ne. This determinn t inn applies 

:.a':;h mul t i -campus entities as the ilniver^Uy of California, Hxecutivc 
. i rcctor of Un ivcrs i ty-wido Library Planning, and tnc CUNY top-level co- 
-rdinative position. These are felt to serve largely an ^^internal" function 

\(ni:: than" integrative fuaciior., i>.:tweuri fully independent entitles. Iho 
ieterrunat ion al^o appiies to e r^^nn i ::a 1 1 ons such as the Couecii on Library 
R^^ouTcCs. N^sMonal fiommission on ' d^raries nnd In foniKit i o,. Science, etc. 

funding ;uafneies. a core^MvabU eonfMci: of Int^u'est would be likely; in 
addition, their interes^^^ -ire so brnad as not snleiv to focus on n.atters 
which iii<' nf ( arurrn rcj large research libraries. 

IVi' nremise stated at the head oL the preceding paragraph does, however, 
lead to two categories in which membership is f e 1 1 to he app^^^pr late; 

f;|,,.^,^, ^vnuns Sur^gestc<i In this eatr^inrv hnve been library 
consortia (e.g,, RL(1 , FAUL) and 1 ibrnry networks (e.g., 
NT! ISiriA SOLINLT). Thci^c aro, most certainly, associatod 
groups whose objectives are similar or even identical to those 
of AR[,, whose influence and expertise in the monagenient of 
group activities are of key interest and concern to tnc ARL 
membership. Yet full inenibofship for such grotips is not the 
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present i-ecomjuGndation. Rather it is concluded that an 
.Associate M^einbership is appropriate, carryiTig no dues, no 
v'Ota^ and no eligibility for elective office, but with the 
right of the floor in all discussions ^ and the obligation 
to serve in appointive capacities. Some criteria for ad- 
mission would be: 

1, All members of the group or consortia must be ARL 
rnembers * 

2. The group or consortia ?nust be well organized^ with 
tull-tiine professionai secretariat-. 

The underlying rationala is that to a major and even exclusive 
extent f the group is engaged in activities significant to ARL 
goals and objectives., Those groups having non-^ARL members are 
likely to focus on many matters of little concern to ARL and 
would tend to dilute, to some great or small degree, the 
energies of the total ARL effort. Should such non-members 
later qi^ialify and become ARL members^ then the group would 
be considered for a candidacy. 

b. Independent R e search Librar ies - The Task Force considered the member- 
ship crrterda' of the Independent Research Libraries Association to be 
basically appropriate for use in admission to ARL. These were adapted 
from the ARL measures. In applying the quantitative criteria, the Task 
Force concludes that a candidate for ARL Tnenibership (including any 
IRLA Tnembers) should meet or exceed the IRLA medians (not 50% of the 
medians) , 

The Task Force TecomnieTids apprDval in principle of the two categories 
listed above. In the light of such decision and related discussion, the Task 
Force is prepared to formulate appropriate by-law wording, to be coQTdinated 
with approved reCDmnendatioTis froin the Subcommittee, for action hy the member- 
ship at the Fall, 1976 meeting. 

Still pending in the Task Force deliberations are criteria for public 
library research collections. The following discussion is repeated from our 
report of October 15, 1975: 

Public Libraries - It is recognized that not all present ARL measures 
are applicable and that certain specifics must be established to in- 
sure that a public library candidate has a real research base, 
Iinportant in such considerations are the following: 

1. Statistical criteria should be applied to central lihrgty 
branches should bo excluded. Public library branch 
holdings are basically duplicative of the central librar)^ 
collections in contrast to departmental libraries in 
academic Institutions which reflect subject speciailisations . 
Exceptions to the general rule would be subject collections 
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in units such as the Count oe Culicn Branch, Hew York or 
George Peabod)' Collfction, 1-noch Pratt Library. 

2 The central collection should have subst amti ve subjpct 

strengths necessar)- to support scholarly- rrsi-arch progrnnis. 

Collection development should be broadly based and not 

limited to domestic or current imprints. 

y.. Microform holdings criteria need to bo established since the 
acquisition of microfoTm publications is a good indicator of 
research interest . 

4. Categories for Central Library anl>^ 

a) Volumes in library 

b) Number of microfora units in the library. (Microtorm 
statistics are now gathered by ARL but are a n. ' required 
median. For public libraries, the ARL Tiiedian >. . ild be 
derived and used.) 

c) monographic titles added. (The present ARL mediaTi tor 
"vulumes added" wo^jld be used but for public libraries would bo 
applied as "titlys added."] 

d) Number of furrenl: serials, im luding po riodica Is 

e) Exponditurefl for I ibrary macerials, inc ludi ng hinding 

f) Number of pro fes si anal staff, F.T.E- 

g) Number of total staff, F.T.E. 

h) Expenditures for salaries and wages 

i) Total oporating expenditures 

in addition, statements would be required describinR resource develDpmmt 
obiectives and functions. The Task Force is engaged m testing specific 
statistical msjasures againrt selected large public libraries, and will 
submit a further report at such time as its conelusions are reacned. 

Ben Bowman 
John Gribbln 
Philip McNlff 

William S, BudingtLun, Chairman 
April 20 , 1976 
■i, * it * 
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APPENUrx D (I) 



zR FOK RESEARCH LIBRARIES 




31 March 1976 



N^^l ( "ptMue CfT'ivc Avc'iUic 



Dear Ki% Treazai 



In ytmt capacity as Executlvfe Director of the NGLIS I hope that 
you will coTisidor sorlously the attached reconunendation of the Joint 
ML/CRL Comoilttee. that high priority be givea Co the establishment of 
a nat ionnl lending library for Journals as an essential part of a sys-^ 
tematic national progra.in for r3.S3urlng all readers of rapid and assured 
access to jourrials. The reasons for tliis recornmcndation are fully given 
in the Conmlt tee's report* 

The Board of Directors of the Center for ReBearch Libraries endorses 
the cQncluslon of thio Joint Committe^e that a ctntrallEed national lending 
li-brorj'' for journals must be an essential part of any effective and rational 
joarnals access program for the nation ^ and its recomirianda tion that the 
highest priority be given to establishing this as soon am possible* We 
helieve that the other elerneDts of the full prngrnni^ such as statn ov ref;iQnal 
nodes and Byii tomy with th€ir more complex political and organizational pro-- 
blems^ will fall into place rp^ore quickly , ratlDnally, and easily after a 
nattoaal lending library for journals has been eBtabllshed, rathat than 
before^ and that the whole system ^^ill be speeded by this action. 

The need for imp roved access to journals by all librarieSj espec-- 
lally with their increasingly tight budgets, is urgeEt. Th^ several excel-- 
lent studies -of the need and of possible soliitions that have been sponsored 
by the NCLIS ^ind the ARL, among others, have clearly established the essen^ 
tlal and mQ<st effectl\"e basic systeTn pattern. The details still lacking do 
mt affect thls^ and it Is practical and prudent to begin on the essential 
base mow. 

Finally^ while we agree with the Joint ML/CRL Committef that the 
pfreHent eKtefiislve joyrnal collections of the Center for Research Lll)raries, 
its central location in the nation* its organization entirely for loan to 
other libraries wlthour any respcmslbility to serve a local clientele first, 
itB eloper ience , and Ite established cooperative and back--iip ar range inents 
with the British Library Lending Di%'islon, make it the Tuoat logical choice 
cither to be or to operate a O.S* national lending library for journals, 
our recommendat ion to you that the highest prior ity bo given to esitablishimg 
a central national lending libracy for journals is independent of tlie agency 
selected. We will solidly support any rational and effective selection* But 
fghoyld others concur in preferriHig the Ceiiiter as thvir first choice tc be 
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Alphonse F. TtQZZa. 
31 March 1976 
Page- 2 



choica Lo he the aperatinn nj.ency, you Bhoald know that the C.nt.r s Bo^^rd 
of Directors in willing at least Co consider such changes in its programs 
ana oraanizational stnictm-e as irdght be required to effect this, 



Yours sincerely, 



Robert H. Wessel 

Chairnian, Board of Directors 



Mr* Alphonse F. TrezHa 
Executive Director 
NATIONAL COMtilSSION CM LIBRARIES 
AJ^D INFORaWION SCIEHCE 



Enclosure 
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AlTHNDrX 1) I 



ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH 




LffiRARIE 



Anril 2, l\)lb 



Virginia P. Whitney 



Mr. Alphonse V . Trezza 
(• xucut i ve IM rector 

Mntiotuil (in miiii i on on Lil'r;irio< niul 

i n fo rina t: 1 on Sc i one 
1717 K reel , X. Sui tv hOl 
Washington, IhC. 2(U].>f> 

Dv'ir Mr. frczza : 

I nm writ LIU] to >^ou in your cnpacit>^ n^^ chnimian of the 
NCILIS Tnsk I-orcu on a Niitional Serials Systrni rn rccjiicst thaf von 
put before the rnsk l^ircc tlio attached rpporr of rhe AlU./CUL .liMnt 
Cammittee for a Nnfionnl Per iDil i en 1 h Lendliiii hibrar>. This repnrt 
has heun carcrully sruLliud by riio AlU, lUecutive Cluniiiii it ce and hris 
been endorsQcl hv tlic AHL Wonrd of niriH^rdrs. It is at the direct ion 
of the Board tlKit \ am trnnsiin tring the report to you at this time. 

The report rests on two proooH i t ions : firsr, tint a rentral 
periudieais lendiii^ 1 ihrnr>' shniild be a hrisic eoniponent (if nnv 
national surials system nnd tlint the estnbl ishment nf such an a>;eney 
should have the h [[xhost priority: nncl second, that the Center for 
Research f/Ll)rarics is au ostaiilishcd facility that U already func = 
tioning as a kind of national periodicals center and thnt its experience, 
capabiMtieH, and rcsourcos should be capitnl ized ujKin by assigning 0<]. 
the rospoiis ibl 1 I ty for developing, wirli new snurcos of support and a 
suitahlv n)odifiuil structure, the eapncity to bectMiio the iiational 
periodicals iDnding library cnmponcait of a national serials s>'stei!u 

It is the liopc of the ARL Board that this report can be luadc a 
part of the ngetida of the NCIdS Task I'orcc when it meets on April 
We reeo^niiiL^ t lial this is i^liort notice, hut in our viei,w the need f«>r 
a central periodie-Hs faeilit\- is so urent that thc^re is no t inte tti he 
lost in pin^^uitu^ the ohiertivis 

This recnmincndat: inn from the ARh Board is entirely consistent 
icith the wishes of thu AHh memhc^rsh i p as c-xpiu^ssod in a resolution 
adopted'at the B^th inuetinii of the Association on October lb, U^7S. 
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Rutgers (Jniversiiy lAhrafy 
O vw^ lirnmssick, A/cw Jersey OS 90 1 % ni 

mCol) 932 7^05 



Page 2, 



That resolution provided warm t?i\dnr^CTnent for the report of the 
NCLIS entitled Toward a National rrogMni_ fo£ UJ?I1^^^ 
Services: Goa 1 s^ Tor^ H i^rT'lndr urged" prbinpt action townrd the 
*'establishmi^^of^^nHtional centor or centers for resource sharing 
and i ntorl ibrary 1 ending , ■ 

The Of fl errs and Board of tho /VUL apprecintc the oppnrrunity 
afforded the Association to participate in the iniportant work uf tho 
NCLIS Task Force on a National Serials System. Kc believe that 
the attached report will be of positive assistance in attaining the 
goal of a national serials system for the nation. 



Sincerely yourh, 

Virginia P, Whitney 
Pres ident 



VPWilp 

Dougla's W, Bryant 
John P. McDonald 



98 



102 



APPllNDIX D (3) 



ARL/CRL JOINT COMMITTRF OM A NATIONM PBRIODICALS Li-NDING LIBliARY 

Progress Report 



Background 

At the direction of its members^ the Center for Reseai'ch Lihraries 
(CRLj moved in 1974 to expand the scope and .services of its long-estabiisiied 
peiMOdicals lending program. In rccmt ymvs strong interest In establishing 
a national periodicals lending library has developed vs^lthin the Association 
of Research Librai^ies (ARL) and in May 1975 the membe?rship endorsed the report 
of the ARL Task Force on a National Periodical Resources Plan calling for the 
establishment of a national periodicals lending library. With the new CRL 
periodicals program and the strong ARL coinmi tment , it seemed essential that 
action be taken to bring together these pioneering efforts and expressed 
goals and that a course of action be designed to bring a national periodicals 
center into hoing. 

To this end, the ARL and CRL boards agreed to form a Joint Committee 
for a National Periodicals Lending Library and it was appointed in NDVcmber 
1975, it was agreed that this planning effort should he conducted without 
preconceived ideas and that all feasible alternatives would be explored, but 
it was also understoDd that the Committee vvould draw heavily upon the efforts 
of the several previous comTnittees , task forces, and other planning groups 
that iinvc boon active in this endeavor. 

Almost simultaneously with the establishment of the ARL/CRL Joint 
Committee, the National Commission on Libraries and Inforiiiation Sciences 
(NCLISl established a Task Force to Plan a National Periodicals System. It 
should be noted that the two groups have different missions. The NCLIS Task 
Force is charged with planning a comprehensive national system of access to 
periodicals as part of a national network, while the ARL/CRL Joint CoTiunittee 
is charged with fostering and planning only one component of the periodicals 
access system-^a central periodicals lendirig library. The ARL/CRL Joint 
Committee supports the work of the NCLIS Task Force, and seeks to expedite 
and facilitate the establishment of the central periodicals library because 
this is of such vital importance to the members of huth ARL and CRL, 

There is a certain urgency in the CoITlI^ittee^s deliberations; it feels 
that the need for a central periodicals facility is crit ical--a] most desperate 
--and that the hour is late. Research library budgets are stabilizing and even 
declining, while periodical costw and the number of titles continue to increase 
at unprecedented rates. At the same time, interlibrary loan demand on ARL and 
CRL libraries is rising at a tiine when they can least afford to absorb this 
increasingly heavy burden and several large libraries have already begun to 
iitipose interl ibriiry loan fees tu recover di rect costs, Eiffectivo planning 
must begin now if the facility is to become a reality in time to bring relief. 
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Deliberations and DocislonH 



After several long and productive meetings during which the Joint 
Committer reviewed and dis^-nssed nil aspects of a national periodicals 
l^^nding library and a natioTial periodicals system, it has concluded that 
the ARL-commi«ioned and NSF- supported study entitled. Acces^oPerHdi|al^ 
A National Plan bv Vernon E. Palmour and others, published m February 19/4 
byTRr^TTlTrri the most authoritative work on the subject and provides a 
sound foundation upon which to base the Committee's efforts. Mr. Palmour 
who is now Director of the NCLIS Task Force, had the advice and guidance of 
an ARl, Advisory Committee and a number of other distinguished consultants _ 
The -^tudy was based on well ^conceived surveys and sound statistical methods 
and analvsis; it develotDed hasic design features based on the needs of the 
library community, and then developed and evaluated three basic cont igurations 
for a national periodicals system as follows: 

1. A sinKle new facility with a comprchensi ve collection, a 
Notional Periodical Resources Center modened after the 
British Library Lending Division. 

2. A new mul ti- location national system based on a number of 
satellite resource centers with . dedicated collections of 
the most heavily -used titles, and a single new national 
center serving as the major resource in the system, and 

3. A regional resource network based on designated existing 
library collections. 

Demand estimates ^ere pTojocted and cost estimates developed for each 
configuration for a ten-year planning period. Based on the analysis ot co.ts 
and other factors, the report concluded that the first configuration, a 
sngle national center, appeared to offer the best solution, ^nd recommended 
that such a center be developed. Various implementation strategies were 
pitsented and after outlining the principal requirsments for sponsorship 
the report further concluded *'iat: 

"Hie existing coUoctiDTi. central geographic location, experience, 
freedom of first responsibility to a local group of readers and broad 
national base of support from and service to all types or libraries-^ 
uSersity. public. Uernn,e.t, and special -^suggest the Center for Research 
Libraries (CRL) is a nonprofit, tax exempt, educational institution 
esSbUshed. oieratad. and supported by over 70 of the ^^^^^^^ 
and public research libraries in the United States and Canada plus nearly 
60 smaller colleges, goveriinient , and industrial libraries, and the number 
of supporting inembers and associated member Institutions is increasing 
steadily. Membership and CRL service is national m scope... (p. 15.^1 . 

The Palmour report naitied other possible sponsors including ARL. ALA, 
the Library of Congress, and a new independent federal agency. 
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After a thorough review of possible sponsors, the Joint Coinniittee con- 
currid with the Palmour report and came to vhe firm and unanimous conclusion 
that the CRL , with strong ARL support, was the most appropriate agency to 
undertake the development ot a national periodicals lending library and that 
it has both the willingness and the capability to do so. In the two years 
that have passed since the Paliiiour study was completed, the CRL has gained 
significaTit new experience with its expanded periodical program and its 
CDOperative xelationship with the British Library Lending Division and has 
strengthsTiad itself by adding many new members. 

The Joint Committee recognised that the CRL^s govermince and adminis- 
trative structure would have to be modified, that new sources of capital and 
operating funding would have to be found, and that its physical facilities 
would have to be expanded to accommodate this important new function, Tt 
should be noted that the CRL Board is well advanced in a major planning and 
fund raising effort aimed at acquiring additional land and adding a new unit 
to its physical plarir. 

The Joint Committee also recognizes that a national periodical lending 
library assocLated with the CRL would only be one of the essential components 
of a national periodicals systeni, and that it would neither preclude the 
necessity for/ nor take the place of, the various state and regional 
cooperative networks and systems that are in existence or being planned. It 
seems clear that a country as large and diverse as this one, with Its strong 
frtleral structure, cannot be adequately served in the long run by a single 
central BLLD-like facility. TlTe Joint Committee is equally convinced, however 
that a central facility is urgently needed, that it will provide the greatest 
return for the dollars invested, and that it shouLd be assigned the highest 
priority in building a national periodicals access system. 

A recurring theme in the Committee's deliberations is the growing con- 
cern that publishers and copyright holders have about this kind of library 
resource sharing and how those concerns can be allayed- One major advantage 
of this proposal is that it would concentrate a large part of the periodical 
copying at a single national center and this would facilitate making whatever 
arrangements may be required to satisfy the provisions of the copyrighted laws 

Next Steps 

The Joint Committee seeks the approval of both the ARL and CRL boards 
for its work to date as outlined in this report, and particularly for the 
selection of the CRL as the agency for developing the national periodicals 
lending facility. With this approval, the report should be forwarded, with 
appropriate endorsements, to the Chairman of the NCLIS Task Force to Plan a 
National Periodicals System, and that all appropriate steps be taken to gain 
the concurrence and support of that body for the designation of the CRL 
periodical facility as one of the major components of the projected natianal 
periodicals system . 

105 



101 



It is anticipated that the Joint Comniittee^s nnxt efforts will bo 
directed toward assistinR in dt-vclnping funding rtourcc^ and Jurr her pro^ 
moting rhe concept of a periodicals cpnrer associated with CHL= 

It will also lend its support to the extension and expanr^ion of the 
CRL's present periodical?; program so that it can hecome the fDundation and 
prototype of thi^ full = scale operation when and additional funding and space 
are secured, 

Warrren J. Haas 
Arthur Hamlin 
Stephen t\. McCarthy 
John P. McDonald 
Robert \Ve?F.el 
Virginia P, Whitney 
Gordon Williams 

Richard De Gennaro, Vice Cluiirman 
Douglas Bryant, Chairman 

March 29, 1976 
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APPBNDIX E 



ATTENDMCE M 8Sth ARL MEETING 



University of A^labama LibraTies 
James Wyatt 

University of A^lberta Library 
Mohan L. SharTna 

University of A^rizona Library 
W. David Laird 

Arizona State University Library 
Donald Koepp 

Boston Public Library 
Philip J. McMiff 

Boston University Library 
John Laucus 

Prigham Young University 
Donald K. Nelson 

University of British Columbia Library 
Bill Watson 

University of California Library 
(Berkeley) Richard Dougherty 

University of California Library 
(Davis) Bernard KreissTnan 

University of Calfironia Library 
(Los i^Tigeles) Page Ackerinan 

University of California Library 
(San Diego) Melvin J. Voigt 

University of California Libimry 
(Santa Barbara) Donald Davidson 

Case Western Reserve University Library 
James V, Jones 

University of Chicago Library 
Stanley McElderry 



UniveT'Sity of Cincinnati Libraries 
Harold Schell 

University of Colorado Library 
Leo Cabell 

Colorado State University Library 
Le Moyne Anderson 

Coluiiibia University Libraries 
Warren J . Haas 

Cornell University Libraries 
Ryburn M. Ross 

Dartmouth College Libraries 
Edward C. Lathem 

Emory University Library 
Don L. Bosseau 

University of Florida Libraries 
Gustave A. Harrer 

Florida State Universii.^ Library 
Charles Miller , 

Georgetown University Library 
Joseph E. Jeffs 

University of Georgia Libraries 
Warren N. Bocs 

Harvard University Library 
Douglas Bryant 

University of Hawaii Library 
Stanley L. West 

University of Houston Libraries 
Ronald P. Naylor 

Howard University Libraries 
Binford IL Conlcy 
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University of Ulinuis IJhrary 
Robert OTiiTn 

Indiana Univ^crsity Libraries 
W. Carl Jackson 

University of Iowa Lihraries 
Les lie W . Hun lap 

Iowa State llniversity Library 
Warren Kuhn 

John CreraT Library 
IHl Ham S, Biidi ngton 

Johns Mopkins University Library 
liauid St am 

Joint University Libraries 
Frank P. Grisham 

University of Kansas Library 
James RaTis 

University of Kentucky Libraries 
Mary Ruth Brown 

Kent State University Libraries 
Hynian Krit zov 

L,ibrary of Congress 
IVilliani Welsh 

Linda Hall Library 
ThoiDas D. Gil Lies 

Louisiana State University Library 
George Guidry ~ Jr, 

McGill University Library 
MarlanTie^ Scott 

McMaster LJniversity Library 
William Ready 

Univorsity of Maryland Library 
\l, Joanne ik^rrar 

LJniversity of Massachusetts Library 
Richard J^ 1'slbot 



M^m^achusptts Ini^titute of Technology 
LibrarLc^ Jay Luckor 

Uiiiver.^ity of Michigan Library 
Robin Downs 

Michigyn State University Library 
Richard Chap in 

University of Minnesota Libraries 
Ralph IL Hopp 

University of Missouri Library 
Hw i t Tuck^vood 

Nat iona 1 Agricultural LJbrary 
Richard A. Farley 

National Library of Canada 
Joseph Guy Sylvestre 

University of Nebraska Libraries 
Gerald Rudolph 

New York Public Library 
Richard W. (loupe r 

University of North Carolina Librarie 
J a in 0 s F . Go van 

Northwestern University Libraries 
Jahn P » McGowan 

University of Notre r)aniD Libraries 
David Donovan 

Ohio State University Libraries 
Larry X. Besant 

University of Oklahoma Library 
James K. 2 ink 

Oklahoma State University Library 
Roscoe Rouse 

UnivcTsity of Oregon Library 
IL Wi 1 liani Axford 

Uaiversity of Pennsylvania LibTaries 
RicharJ De Gcnnaro 
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penniylvania State Universit)^ libisry 
Stuajrt Fortli 

University of Pittsburgh Li bra Ties 
O^xanna Kaufinan 

Princeton llnl^ersity iibrary 
Richard Boss 

Purdue Unii/ersity Library 
Joseph M. Dagnese 

Que-en's University Library 
D*onalJ A, Redmond 

Rie e University Library 
Richard L C'Keeffe 

Uni vursity^ of Rochester Libruries 
&en Bowman 

RuTi gers Un iversi ty Library 
V^irglnia Whitney 

Smi thsoniaii Institution Hbrardes 
Riiisell Shajik 

Uni versity of South Carolina 
ICenneth 3^ nfooiiibs 

University of Southerti CaliforTiia Library 
Roy L. Kidman 

Soixthern I Uiiiois University Library 
S Idney Mattliews 

StsLnfD:rd Uoiivcrsity Libraries 
D^avid C- Weter 

Stm tQ University of Km York at A^lbaTiy 
C . Jamas Scfiniidt 

State University of New York at Bijffalo 
E Idred Smith 



Syracuse University libraries • 
Donald Anrhofiy 

Templa Uriivtfrsity Libraty 
Arthur Haiti 1 in 

University of lennessee Libraries 
Dcnstld HuTit 

University of Texas iibraries 
Merle N . Boy Ian 

University of Toronto Libraries 
Robert Bl^ckturri 

University of Dtajn Libraries 
Rcgm Hanson 

Vlrsiriia Polytechnic Institute ^nd St^t© 
UTiivers ity Gordon Bechsnar^ 

University of Virginia Libraries 
Ray Fra^nt^i Jr, 

University of Washington Libirary' 
Marion A, Mi IczewsW 

WasJurigton State University Library 
G ' Dona Id Smith 

ytfasJiington University Librarios 
^ill iara Kurtli 

Wa/Tie State University Libraries 
Verri M. Pings 

University of VVisconsin Libroiii^s 
jcs^ph IL Treya ^ Jr, 

Yale (Jnivor^ity Libraries 
Donald B, Engley 
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ERIC 



Meinberg Not Represented: 



Brown University Lil^Tary 

Center for Research Libraries 

University of Connecticut Library 

Duke University Libraries 

Mational Library of Medicine 

New York State Libra ry 

New York University Libraries 

State University of Kew York at Stony Brook 

Texas A & M University Library 

Tulane University Litrary 

University of WesterTi Ontario 

Guest^ 

Kenneth iMlen, University of Washington Library 

Calvin Boyer^ University of Mississippi 

Jean Boyer, CLR Intern/UniveTsity of California, L.A. 

Margaret Child ^ iNational Endovment for the Humanities 

Fred Cole, Council on Library Resoiirces 

George Parr, Natioiial Endowment for the Humanities 

Frederick Kilgour, Ohio College Library Center 

Ruth Kirk, University of Vlashington 

Lawrence Livingstoii, Council on Library Resources 

Karl Lo, University of Washington 

Beverly Lynch, Association of College S Research Libraries 

Susan Martin^ University of California, Berkeley 

Mary Jane Reed^ Washington State Library 

Stephen Salmon, University of California 

James Skipper, Research Libraries Group 

Carl Spaulding, Council on Library Resources 

Richard Sullivan, Carnegie Corporation of New York 

Alphonse Trezza, Mational Commission on Libraries S Information Science 
Robert Vosper, University of California, Los Angeles 
David Watkins, Brandeis University Library 

ARL Staff: 

Johri P* McDonald, Executive Director 
John Lorenz, Executive Director Designate 
Smmne Frankie, Assistant Executive Director 

Dmne Webster, DirectOT, Office of University Library Management Studies 

Jeffrey Gardner, Management Research Specialist 

P,K, Yxi, Director, Center for Chinese Research Materials 
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APPENDIX F 



OFFICERS, BOARD OF DIHECTORS, CONWISSIONS, COMMITTEES AND TASK FORCES 

OF THE ARL 



ARL O fficers and Board for 1976 
Virginia P. Whitncyj President 

Edward C. Lathem, Vice President fi President-elect 

Richard De Ceimaro , Past President 

Page Ackermari {Oct . 1976) 

Richard Boss (Oct. 1977) 

Richard A. Farley (Oct. 1978) 

Ray Frantz, Jr. (Oct, 1978) 

Gustave A. Harrer (Oct. 1976) 

Richard O'Keeffe (Oct. 1976] 

Russell Shank (Oct. 1977) 

Joseph H, Txeyz, Jr. (Oct. 1978) 

ARL CONMIS SIGNS* 

1 , CQiiiniission on Djygl^pnieTit of Resource^ 

Page Ackerman (Oct. 1977) 
Gormly Niller (Oct. 1978) 
Gustave Harrer ^ ChairmaTi (Oct. 1976) 

2. Coininission on Or g anisation of Resources 

Joseph Dagnese (Oct. 1977) 

John Mc Go wan (Oct. 1976] 

Edv/ard C. Lathem, Chairinan (1977) 

2* CoTnmission on Acce ss to Resources 

mgh Atkinson (Oct. 1977) 
teslie Dunlap (Oct. 1978) 
Richard Boss^ Chairraan (Oct. 1976) 

4 . Commission on Maiiagenient of ReseaTcli l ibraries 

Richard Dougherty (Oct. 1977) 
Stanley McElderry (Oct, 1977) 
Russell Shank, Chairman (Oct. 1977) 

5. ARL Executive Committee 

Richard De Genmro, Past Presidant 
John P. NIcDonald, Executive Director 
John G. Lorenz^ Executive Director Designate 
Edward C. Lathem^ Vice President S President- elect 
Vixginia P. Whitney, President ^ Chairinan 
^-Thc Coraniission on External Affairs was temporarily suspended in February 1975, 
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ARL STANmNG CO[#UTTEt!S 

Williain Bond 

William Cagle 

C, norbert Finch 

John Finzi 

Leslie Dun lap 

Ray Frantz, Jr., Chaiman 

Comniittce on Cente r for Ch inese Research Jatgrla^ 

Roy HofheinZj Jr. 
Ying-rnao Kau 
David T. Roy 
Weiying Wan 
Eugene Wu 

Philip McNiff, Chainrian 
ComJnittoe on Fed era 1 Relations 

WarreTi N- Boes 
Richard Couper 
Joseph Jeffs 
Philip McNiff 
Paul Viillis 

Committee onForeiRn Mewspapers on MicrofUl 



Gustave Harrer 
Bruce Peel 
Gordon Williams 
John Lorenz, ChairmaTi 

C orrunittee on Interli brary Loan 

Richard Chapin 

Ruth Kirk 

John HumphTy 
Jay Lucker 

David Weber, Chairman 

National PrograTn for Acqu isitions and CatalOfliiig Liaison Coi 

Philip McNiff 
Howard Sullivan 
Joseph Treys, Jr. 
Frederick Wagman, ChairTiiaTi 
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ARL/CRL Joint _Com niittee for a National Pgri odlcal s ^Le ndin g Library 

Warren Haas 
Arthur Hamlin 
John McDonald 
Robert Wessel 
Virginia Whitney 
Gordon Willianis 

Richard Be GennarG, Vice Chairman 
Douglas Bryant I Chairman 

CoTninittee on Negr o Acavdefnic Libraries 

Arthur Hamlin 

WaTren Boe*i, Chairman 

Committee on Mominations 

ARL Vice President, ChaiTman 

Conunittee on P reservatioTi Re search Libraries Materials 
David Stam, Chairmii 

ARL/ACRL Joint Coounittee on Uiiiversity Library^ Standards 

Cal\rln Boyer 
William Kurth 
Stanley McEldtTry 
Richiird Talbot 
Mal\rin Voigt 
David Wat kins 
Eldred Smith, Chairnian 

A.RL SUBC ON^IITTEES 

Subcomiftittee to Review the Criteria for Membership in ARL 

Gustave A. Harrer 
Stariley McElderry 
Page Ackermanj Chairmn 

ARL CO^MITTEES ON FQREIGM ACQUISITIONS 

Aifr ica 

J.M, D. Cross ay., Yale 

Peter Dyignan, Hoover Institution on l^^ar, Peace and Revolution 

Esther J. ^alls, SUOT, StonK Brook 

Julian Witherell, LlbTary of Congress 

Hans Panofsky* Northwestern University, Chairman 
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Middlt East 



GeoTge N, Atiyeh, Library of Congress 

James Pollack, University of Indiaiia 

David H. Partington^ Harvard UniveTsity, ChairmaTi 

Eastern Europe 

Joseph A. Placek, University of Michigan 
Paul Horecky, Library of CoTigress 

Marion Milczew'ski, University of Washington, Chairman 
East Asi a 

Weyirtg WaTi^ University oi: Michigan 

Eugene Wu, Harvard Unive.^sity 

Warren Tstineishi, Library of Congress, Chairman 

South Asia 

Richard De Gennaro, University of Pennsylvania 
Paul Fasana, New York PubUc LibraTy 
Maureen Patterson^ University of Chicago 
Louis A. Jacobs Library of Congress^ Chairman 

f 

Southeast Asia 

Charles BTyafit, yala University 

John Musgrave, University of Michigan 

Latin America 

Nettie Lee Benson, University of Texas 

Donald WisidDin^ Library of Congress 

Carl Deal, University of Illinois, Chairman 

Western Europe 

Morman Dudley* University of California - Los Angeles 
Tan-Tsai Feng*, Boston Public Library 
WilUam H. Kurth, Washington University - St. Louis 
Hward Sullivan j l^ay^e State University, Chairman 
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ARL TASK FORCES 

Task Force on Criteria For NonuTilversity MembiTship in ARL 

Ben Bowman 
John Grlbbin 
Philip McNiff 

William Budingtoni ChairTnan 

Task Force on NEH R esearch Tools Program 

Richard Dougherty 
James HendersDn 
Hyissn W* Kritzar 
David Sparks 

David Laird I Chairman 

Task Force to £tud}f thm AR L Conmii'Ssl Qn StYUCture 

Ray Frantz, Jr, 
David Laird 
Stanley MaEld©rry 
Basil Stuart-Stubbs 
Ralp}i Hoppi Cahirman 

REPRESBNTATIVES 

ANSI Commtttee Z-39 , To be appoint^j 

CONSER Proj ect Ryburn Ross 

Joint Comjiittae on Union List of Serials, ^ Wllliarai Budingtcn 

Joint Statistics Coordinating Committee.,**.*,. /Donald Koepp 

United Statts Book Exchange. , p , Joanne Harrar 



115 



HI 



APPHNDIX G 



MliMBHRSHIP OF' AKSdCfATION OF' 

May 1976 



Untiversity of AJjabama Libraries 
P.O. Box S — 
University, AlsbaTna 3S486 

James F. Wyatt, Dean of Libraries 

(205) 348-5298 

Universiv'f nf Alberta Library 
Edmonton* Affts^rta, CanadH 

Bruce Pecil , Director 

(4D3) 432-3790 

University of Arizona Library 
Tucson, Arizona 85721 

David Laird, Librarian 
(602) 884-2101 

ArtzoTia State University Library 
Tempei Arizona 8S281 

Donald Koepp, Librarian 

(602) 96S-3415 

Boston Public Library 
BosTDn, Njassachusetts 0211? 

Philip J. McNiff, Librarian 

(617) 556-5400 

Bostan University Library 
Boston, Massachusetts 02215 

John Laucui , Director 

(617) 353-3710 

Brighani Young University 
324 Lee Library 
ProvD, Utah 84602 

DCTiald Nelson, Director 

(801) 374-1211 Ext, 2905 

University of British Cplumbia Library 
Vancouver, Canada" V6T 1W5 

Basil Stuart- Stubbs, Librarian 

(604) 228-2298 



S?nSRARCfl LTBRARIHS 



Brown University Library 
P'rovidence, Rhode Island 02912 

Charles Chijrchwell, Librarian 

(401) 863-2162 

University of Cal ifornia Library 
l£EkP ^ 3 Call f or n i a 94720 

Richard Dougherty, Librarian 

£4iS) 642-3773 

University of California Library 
pavis i California 95616 

Bernard Kreissman, Librarian 

(916) 752-2110 

University of Ca^l ilornia Library 
Los Angeles, California 90024 

Page Ackerinans Librarian 

(213} 825-1201 

University of California, San Diego 

The University Library 

La Jolla, California 92037 

Melvin J* Voigt, Librarian 

(714) 452-3061 

University of California^ Santa Barbara 
Santa Barbara , California 93106 

Donald Davidson ^ Librarian 

(80S) 961-3256 

CiM^ j^eg tern R eserve University Librarii 
Cleveland, Ohio 5S106 

James V. Jones, Director 

(216) 368-2990 

Cente r for Research Libraries 
5721 Cottage Grove Avenue 
Chicago, Illinois 6063? 

Gordon Williams^ Birecto^F 

(312) 9SS''454S 
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University of Chicago Library 
Chicago j lUiTiois 60657 

Stanley McElderry, Director 

(312) 753-^2933 

University of Cincjnnatj^ Libraries 

Cincifinati, Ohio 45221 

Harold Schell, Dean, Library Admin. 6 
Director of Lihraries (513) 475-2553 

University of Colorado LibTary 
Boulder, Colorado^ 803D4 

Leo Cabell, Acting Director 

(303) 492-7511 

ColQrado State University Library 
Fort Coll ins, Colo rado 80521 

Le Moyne W. Andc^TSon, Director 

(3031 491-5911 

Columbia Univerj^ity Libraries 
New York, New York 10027 

iVarren J. Haas, Vice President 5 Libn. 

(212) 280-2247 

University of Connect ic_ut Library 
Storrs, Connecticiit 06268 

Norman D. Stevens^ Acting Director 

(203) 486-2219 

Co rnell Liniver^ity Libraries 
Ithaca, New York 14850 

J, Gormly Miller, Director 

(607) 256«3689 

Dartmouth College Libraries 
Hanover^ New Hampshire 057SS 

Edward C. Lathem, Librarian 

(603) 646-2236 

Duke University Libraries 
Durham, North Carolina 27706 

Connie R. Dun lap, Librarian 

(919) 684»2034 

Emory University Library 
Atlanta, Georgia 30322 

Don L* Bosseau^ Director 

(404) 377-24X1 Ext. 7691 



University of Florida Libraries 
Gainesville, Florida 32603 

Gustave A, Harrer, Director 

(904) 392-0341 

Florida State University Library 
Tallahassee, Florida 323{)6 

Charles Miller^ Directpr 

(904) 644- 52 U 

Georgetown University Library 
VVishi^ton^, D. C. 20O07 

Joseph E, Jeffs, Director 

(202) 625-4095 

University of GeO£gi^ Libraries 
Athens, Georgia 30601 

Warren N, Boes* Director 

(404) 542-2716 

Harvard^ University Library 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138 

Douglas W. Bryant, Director 

(617) 495-2404 

University of Jjawaii Library 
2S5n The Mall 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 

Stanley L. West, University Librarian 

(808) 958-7205 

University of Hous ton Libraries 
Houston, Texas 77004 

Ronald P. Nay lor, Acting Director 

(713) 749-2340 

Howard University Libraries 
Washington, D. C. 20001 

Binford H. CoTiley, Director 

(202) 636-7234 

University of Illinois Library 
Urbana, Illinois 6003 

Robert Oram I Associate Librarian 

(217) 333-0790 ^ 

Indiana University Libraries 
Broomington, Indiana 47405 

W. Carl Jackson, Dean of Libraries 

(812) 337-^3404 
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University of Iowa Libraries 
Iowa City, Iowa 52240 

Leslie W, DunUp, O^an of Library Admin. 

(3191 353-4450 

Iowa State Univexsity iat>ra»y 
Ames, iDwa 50011 

IVarren Kuhn, Dean of Library Services 

CS15) 294-1442 

John Crerar Library 
Chicago' liliiiols 60616 

William S. Budington, Director 

(312) 225-2526 

Johns Hopkins University Libmry 
The Milton S. Eisenhower LlbTary 
Baltimore, Maryland 21218 

David Stam, Librarian 

(301 ] 366-3300 Ex. 801 

Joint University Libraries 
Nashville, tenne'ssee 372f)3 

Frank Grishamj Director 

(6151 322-2834 

University of Kansas LibraTy 
Lawrence^ Kansas 66044 

Jmes Ranz, Dean of Libraries 

(913) 864-3601 

University of Kentucky Libmrles 
Lexington, Kentucky 40506 

Paul Willis, Director 

(606) 257-3801 

Kent State University Libraries 

Kent, Ohio 44242 

Hyman Kritzar, Assistant pTOvost S 

Director of Libraries (216J 672-2962 

T^braxy of Congress 
WashiTigtQn, D. C. 20540 

Daniel J. Boors tin ^ Librarian 

(202) 426»520S 

LiTida Hall Library 

Kansas City, Missouri &4110 

ThoniaB Gillies, Director 

(816) 363-4600^ 



Louisiana Statp University Library 
fia 1 0 u g e""Xou i s iana 70803 

George Guidry Jr.» Director 

(504) 388-39h9 

McGlU University Library 
Montreal, P.Q,* Canada H3C 3G1 

Marianne Scott , Director 

(514) 592-4949 

MgMaster University 

1280 Main Street West 

Hamilton, Ontario^ Canada L85 4L6 

William Ready, University Librarian 

(41b) 525«9140 Local 4781 

University of Maryland Library 
College Park, Maryland 20742 

H. Joanne Harrar, Librarian 

(3011 454-3011 

University of Massachusetts Libraries 
toberst, Massachusetts 01002 

Richard J. Talbot, Director 

(413) 545-0284 

Massachusetts Insti tute of Technology 

Libraries 
Cambridge. Massachusetts 02139 

Jay Lucker, Director 

(617) 253-5651 

University of Mlchij^an Library 
Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104 
Frederick H, Wagman, Director 

(313) 764-9356 

Michigan State University Library 
East Lansing, Michigan 48823 

Richard Chap In, Librarian 

(517) 355-2541 

University of Minnesota Libraries 
Minneapolis J Minneiota SS455 

Ralph H. Hopp, Director 

(612) 373-3097 

University of Missouri Library 
Columbia, Missouri 65201 
Dwlght Tuckwoodj Director 

(314) 882-2739 
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National Agricultural Library 
Baltsvillei Maryland 20705 

Richard A, FaTley, Director 

(301) 344-3779 

National Library of Canada 

395 ^^fllington Street 

Ottawa, Ontario, Canada KIA 0N4 

Joseph Gxxy Sylvestre, Librarian 

(613) 992^0401 

National Library of Medicine 
Bethesda, Maryland 20014 

Martin M, Cununings, Director 

(301J 496-6221 

University of Mebraska Libraries 
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508 

Gerald A. Rudolphj Dean of Libraries 

(402) 472-7211 

New yprk Public Library 
New York / New York 10018 

Richard Couperj President 

(212) 695-'3231 

New York State Library 
State Education Department 
Albany^ New York 12224 

John A, Humphry, Asst. Commissioner for 

Libraries (518) 474-5930 

New Yor k University Libraries 
New York/ New York 1O0O3 

Julius J. Markej Acting Librarian 

(212) 598-2140 

Universit/ of North Carolina Libraries 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27S1S 

James F, Govanj Director 

(919) 933-1301 

Northwestern Uniyersity Libraries 
Evans ton, Illinois 60210 

John P. McGowan, Librarian 

(312) 492^7640 

University of Notre Dame Libraries 
Notre Danie^ Indiana 46SS6 

Day id E. Sp?rks, Director 

(219) 283^7: .7 



Ohio State University Libraries 
Columbus, Ohio 43210 

Hugh Atkinson, Director 

(614) 422^6152 

University of Oklahoma Library 
Norman j Oklahoma 73069 

James K, Zink^ Director 

(405) 525-2611 or 2614 

Oklahoma Stata University Library 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74075 

Roscoe Rouses Librarian 

(40S) 372-6211 Ext. 237 

University of Oreg on Library 
Eugene, Oregon 97403 

H* William Axford 

University Librarian 

(503) 686-3056 

University of Pennsylvania Libraries 
Philadelphia J Pennsylvania 19174 

Richard De GennarOj Director 

(215) 243-7091 

Pennsylva nia State University Library 
Univeriilty Park, Pennsylvania 16802 

Stuart Forth, Dean of Univ* Libraries 

(814} 865-0401 

University of Pittsburgh Libraries 
Pittsburgh j Pennsylvania 15260 

Glenora Edwards Rossell, Director 

(412) 624-4401 

Princeton University Library 
Princeton^ New Jersey 08S40 

Richard Boss, Librarian 

(609) 4S2-3190 

Purdue University Library 
Lafayette, Indiana 47907 

Joseph M* Dagnese, Director 

(317) 749-^2571 

Queen ^ i University 
Douglas Library 
KingstOTk, Canada K7L 5C4 

Donald A. Redmond, Chief Librarian 

(613) S47-S9S0 
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Rice UniveTi^ity LiHrfiry 
him S. Main 
Box 1890 

Houston, Texas 77001 

Richard L. O^Keeffe, Lihrnrian 
[713) S27-402^ 

University of Rochester Librarie?^ 
Rochester, New^TSrT^''Tr627 

Bm Bowman, Director 

(716) 275-4463 

Rutgers University Library 
^Tfunswick, New Jersey 08901 

Virginia P. miitney. Librarian 

(2011 932-7505 

Smithsonian Institution Libraries 
ConsTrnrtro^n Avenue at Tenth Street, N.W. 
Washington, I). 20560 

RusgeLl Shank, Director 

(2021 381-5496 

University of South Carolina 
Columbia. SoutFTOTolina 29208 

Kennetli E. Toombs, Director oF Libraries 

(8031 777-3142 

University of So uthgrn Cal ifornia Library 
Los Angeles, Calitornia yUOOr 

Roy L, Kidman, Librarian 

(618) 455-2522 

S outhern lllinQis University Library 
Ca rb onda 1 e , 1 1 1 1 no i s 62901 

Kenneth G. Peterson, Dean of Library Affair 

(618) 453-2522 

Stanford University Libraries 
Btantord, Califoriiia 94305 

David C. Weber I Director 

(41S) 497-2016 

State Univer sity o f Mew Yor k jt^^il^y 
TMO Washingtori Avenue 
Albany, New YotIc 12222 

C. Mm&s Schmidt, Director of Libraries 

(SIS) 457-8S40 

State University of New York at Buffa lo 

Libraries ^ 
Buffalo. New York 14214 

Eldred Smith, DirectQrof Libraries 

[716) 831-4205 

U6 



State Uni versi ty of New York _at^ 
"Stony Brook Libraries 
fitnny^'Brook/ New York 11790 

John R, Smith, Director S Dean of 

Lihrari es 

(516) 246-5650 

Syracuse University Libraries 
Sy~rictise, New York 13210 

Donald Anthony, Director 

(315) 423-2574 

TenipU University Library 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19122 

Arthur Hamlin, Director 

(21h) 787-8231 

llniversity of Tjnriesse^ Libraries 
Knoxvilla, Tennessee 37916 

Donald Hunt, Director 

(615) 974-4127 

University of Texas Libraries 
Austin, Texas "78712 

Merle Roylan, Director 

(512) 471-3561 

Texas ASM University Library 
Conage'^tiTion , Texas 77843 

Irene B, HDadley. Director 

(713) 845-6111 

University of Toronto Libraries 
Toronto, OntarTFrrahada M5S 1A5 

Robert Blackburn, Director 

(416) 928-2292 

Tulane University Library 
^w^Wleans, Louisiana 70118 

John H. Gribbin, Director 

(504) 865-5131 

University of Utah Libraries 
Salt Lake CityT^ah 84112 

Roger Hanson, Director 

(801) 581-8558 

Virgini a Polytechnic Institute and 
State University 

Blacksburg, Virginia 24061 

H. Gordon Bechanan, Director of 
Libraries (703) 951=5593 
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University of Virginia Libraries 
Charlottesville, VirgiTiia 22905 

Ray Frantz, Jr, , LibTarian 

(804) 925-3026 ' 

University of Washington Library 
Saattlej Washington 98105 

Marion A* Milczewskij Director 

(206) 543-1760 



Wayne State University Libraries 
Detroit, "Michigan 48 20 2 

Vern M, Pings, Director 

(313) 577-4020 

University of Western O ntario Libraries 
LoTidon 72 s Canada 

Robert LeOj Director 

(519) 629-3165 



Wash ington State University Library 
Pullman, Washington 99105 

G. Donald Smith, Director 

(5091 335-4557 



University of Wiscon s iTi Libraries 
Madi son , Wiscons in 53706 

Joseph tL Treyz, Jr.* Director 

(60S) 262-3521 



Washington University LibraTies 
St. Louis, Missouri 63130 
William Kurth, Librarian 
(314) 863-0100 Ext, 4523 



Yale University Libraries 
New Haven^ Connecticut 06520 

Rutherford D. Rogers ^ Librarian 

(203] 436-2456 
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APPENDIX II 
AUDITOR'S REPORT 



ASSOCIATI ON OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES 

REPOET ON FINANCIAL STATEMENTS 
jwi th sugp l emen t al ma t e r laL ) 

TWO YEARS ENDED DECEMBER 31. 1975 
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Sekiman B^Seidman 
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QIRTIFIID PUBLIC ACGOtlNTANTS 



r 



Seidman Seidman 



I200=18th Street. N W. Washington. D. C. 20036 



(202) 293 = 1570 



J 



CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS 



January 19, 1976 



Board of Directors 

Association of Research Libraries 

Washington J 

We haye examined the statement of assets and liabilities of the 
Association of Research Libraries as of December 31, 1975 and 19745 at^d 
the related statements of receipts and disbursements and changes in fund 
balances for the years then ended. Our examination was made in accordance 
with generally accepted auditing standards, and accordingly included such 
tests of the accounting records and such other auditing procedures as we 
considered necessary in the circumstances* 

The financial statements of the Foreign Newspaper Microfilm 
Project were examined by other auditors whose report has been furnished 
to us. Our opinion, insofar as it relates to the amounts included for 
this project, is based solely upon the report of the other auditors. 

These statements have been prepared on the cash receipts and 
disbursements basis, and, as a result , omit material assets and liabilities. 
Accordingly, they do not. In our opinion^ present financial position and 
raeults of operations as they would had generally accepted accrual basis 
accounting principles been applied in their preparation. 
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■In our opinion, based upon our examination and the report of the 
Other auditors, the occompanying statements present fairly the assets and 
liabilities of the Association of Research Libraries at December 31, 1975 
and 1974, arising from cash transactions , and the recorded cash receipts 
and disburstmenCs and changes in fund balances of the Association during th< 
years then ended, on a consistent basis. 
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES 
STATS^NT OF ASSETS AND LIABILITIES 



ASSETS 



Deceniber 31^, 
llfr" ""1974' 



. 1 ^ u^r.A $ 3 400 $ 37 366 

Cash in bank and on hand 99 813 9 350 

Cash in savings account ^_ _ „ 

Cash held by others - agency fund /ll 
SavlngE certificates 
Dtposits 



455 504 322 802 
292 368 



S539 720 $446 774 



LIABILITIES 



Payroll taxes withheld 

Special programs for which the Association 
is accQuntabla to the grantors 

Total liabilities 



$ 74 $ 2 579 
64 112 39 505 



64 186 



42 084 



FUND BALANCES 

General Operating Fund 

Foreign Newspaper Microfilm Project Agency Fund 
Chinese Center Revolving Fund 

Total fund balances 



137 761 


110 


771 


50 711 


76 


888 


287 062 


217 


031 


475 534 


404 


690 


S539 720 




774 
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES 



GENERAL OPERATING FUND 
STATE^ENT OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS 



RECEIPTS : 
Dues 

Interest 
Publications 
Royal ties 
Miscellanaous 

TotaJ receipts 

DISBURSEHFNTS 

Less administrative e^^penses charged 
to special programs 

Net disburiemants 

EXCESS OF RECEIPTS OVER DISBURSEMENTS 



Year ended 
pecember 31, _ 



(restatad) 
$206 000 $184 000 



16 


678 


12 


906 


9 


762 


8 


238 




42 




825 




351 






232 


833 


205 


969 


231 


318 


220 


71S 


25 


475 


15 


000 


205 


843 


205 


718 


S 26 


990 


$ 
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES 



FOREIGN NEWSPAPER MICROFILM PROJECT AGENCY FUND 
STATEtENT OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS 



Year ended 
December 31 , 



1975 



1974 



RECEIPTS: 
Dues 

Sales to members and non-oeidjers 
Interest 

Totals 



$ 71 374 
62 104 
3 002 

136 430 



$ 72 527 
76 429 
5 30O 

154 256 



DISBURSEI1ENTS : 

Purchases for members and non-menibers 

Newspapers and mlcrofilin 

Ealarles 

Royalties 

Payroll taxes 

Storage 

Supplies 

Insurance 

Professional fees 

Miscellaneous 

Totals 



53 710 
56 256 
40 134 
4 249 
3 388 
1 760 
1 724 
700 
700 
36 

162 657 



58 468 
87 187 
32 944 
74 



963 
950 
656 
617 
650 
136 



186 645 



EXCESS OF DISBURSE>ffiNT.? OVER RECEIPTS 



S 26 177 



S2 38< 
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES 



CHINESE CENTER REVOLVING FUND 
STATQffiNT OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS 



Year ended 
Decernber 31 





1975 


1974 






(restated) 


RECIIPTS : 






Sale of publications 


$192 068 


$128 201 


Interest income 


20 675 


14 533 




212 743 


142 734 


DISBURSEMENTS : 






Cost of publicacions 


111 193 


82 080 


Postage nnd other expenses 


2 585 


2 5,67 


Transfer to Canter for Chinese Research 






Materials program 


28 534 




142 712 


84 247 


EXCESS OF RECEIPTS OVER DISBUlSmENTS 


$ 70 031 


$ 58 487 
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES 
STATOIEOT OF CHANGES IN FimB BALANCES 



Year ended 
DecOTber 31 , _ 



GENERAL OPERATING FUND: 

BALANCE s at beginning of year 

ADD * excess of receipts over disbursements 

- transfer from Chinese Center Revolving Fund 
in respect of project overhead 

LESS - excess of disburseoents over racctpts on com- 
pleted project CInter-Library Loan - N.S.F,) 
- transfer to Chinese Center Revolving Fund in 
respect of interest earned on invested cash 



BALASCE, at end j£ year 

FOREIGN NEWSPAPER HlCROFmi PROJECT AGENCY FUND: 
BALANCE J at beginning of ye^r 

LESS * excess of disbursements over receipts 
BALANCE, at end of year 



CHINESE CENTER REVOLVING FUND: 
BALANCE, at beginning of year 

ADD excess of receipts over disbursements 
^ transfer from General Operating Fund in 
respect of prioi years' interest aarned 
on Inveitad cash 

LESS - transfer to General Operating Fund in 
respect of project overhead 

BAl-ANCEj at end of year 



(restated) 
$110 771 $121 246 



26 990 
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17 


552 


137 761 


139 


049 




4 


603 




23 


675 




28 


278 


$137 761 


SllO 


771 


$ 76 888 


$109 


277 


26 177 


32 


389 


S 50 711 


j^76_ 


888 


$217 031 


$152 


421 


70 031 


58 


487 




23 


675 


287 062 


234 


583 




17 


552 


S287 062 


$217 


031 
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBR.^.RIES 
NOTES TO FINAiNCIAL STATEI^NrS 



SmMARY OF ACCENTING POLICIES 
Basis of accounting 

The accounts of the Associatipn are maintainad on a cash basis of 
accounting. Fndar this method^ effect is given only to cash collections and 
payments. Accordingly, the financial statements do not show accrued incomes 
costa. and expenses, and the receivables and payables that would result from 
such accruals^ 

Office equipment 

The Association charges payments for office equipinent in full to 
eurrent operations and shows no equipment in Its accounts. 

INCO^ffi TAXES 

The absence of a provision for income taxes is due to the Association's 
axemptlon from federal income tax under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code* 

LEASE 

Annual rental of $20,058 is payable for the Association's office 
premises on a lease expiring June 30^ 1976* 

Total rent and storage charges were $19,999 for 1975 and $17,591 

for 1974, 

RESTATmENT OF PRIOR YEAR AMOmiTS 

The 1974 statements of receipts and disbursements of the General 
^armting Fund and the Chinese Center Ravolving Fund and their related statements 
of changes in fund balances have been restated to reflect the allocation of 1974 
Interest income, in the amount of $14,533, as a revenue item of the Chinese Center 
Revolving Fund rather than a transfer between funds. The restatement does not 
change 1974 ending fund balances. 
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SUPPLEmNTAL MA.TERI-AL 

Oyr axOTlMClon of the financial statements included In the preceding section 
of this report wai dtrtcted to an eKpresslon of our opinion on those state- 
TOCits t&kmn as ^ tAole* The supplemental naterlal presented in the following 
ii*ctl€sn q£ this report has been subjected to certain audit procedures applied 
in cemnficticm with our eKaminatlon of the financial statements. This Infarma- 
tlon, wfailc not cQftildered necessary for the fair presentation of the statements 
q£ mmtB and liabllittes and receipts &nd disbursements of the Association, is, 
in our opinion, fairly stated In all mterial respects when considered in 
relati<75 to the. financial statements taken as a whole* 



Certified public Accountants 




Jtfiuaiy 19, 1976 
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LXBRARIES 



GENERAL OPERATING FUND 
SCHEDULE OF DiSBURSEMENTS 



Year ended 
J)ecen4se_r 31, 



Bo^rd and CQnttnictee ^^xpenses 


S 7 
r ' 


^ ^ i 


<5 7 7A/i 
9 / / Oh- 


Confaretice axpanse 


m 


JO J 




Dues 


0 




0 1 A Q 


Equipment purchases 




1 Q1 


Rl R 
OiO 


Hcynorarium 


1 


024 


600 


Hoip 1 ta 1 iEa t ion 


1 


308 


1 519 


Insurance and bonding 


1 


727 


2 986 


Miscel laneous 




190 


572 


Payroll taxes 


4 


620 


4 757 


Periodicals and subscrlpticns 




884 


854 


Printing 


12 


242 


11 481 


Professional f^es 


28 


113 


24 633 


Postage and freight 


2 


369 


2 386 


Rant 


7 


461 


6 466 


Ratirement plan 


10 


799 


9 383 


Salaries 


99 


795 


105 551 


Staff travel and ejepenses 


5 


030 


2 871 


Stationery and office expenses 


6 


804 


7 220 


Telaphone 


4 


664 


3 716 


Funding for special programs - University Library 








Management Study Office 


20 


000 


15 000 


Totals 


$231 


318 


$220 718 
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ASSOClATiON OF RESEARCH LIBRApaES 



SPECIAL PROCRAI'lS 
SCHEDULE OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS 



Year e^ded^Dec|mber_31^^1|75 
Center for Chinese 
Research H^terials^^^^^ 

(National 
EndoTOent 
for the (Mellon 

Humanities) Foundation) 



RECEIPTS: 
Grants 

Convention income 
Sale of publications 
Transfer from General 

Operating Fund 
Transfer from Chinese Center 

Revolving Fund 
Management Institutes 
Film service (net) 
Interest income 

Totals 



$68 000 



28 934 



96 934 



$100 000 



100 000 



DISBURSEMENTS : 

Allocated administrative fees 
Consulting fees 
Cantractor fees 
Convention expenses 
Employee benefits 
Equipment purchases 
Miscellaneous 
Office eKpenses 
Payroll taxes 

Periodicals and subscriptions 

Postage 

Printing 

Regional workshops (net) 

Rent and storage 

Salaries and investigator fees 

Telephone 

Training (net) 

Travel 

Totals 

EXCESS OF RECEIPTS OVER 
OJITOER) DISBURSEmNTS 

FROGR^ BALANCE - BEGINNING 

TlANSm TO EQUITY ACCajNT 
PROGRAM BAUHCl - ENDING 
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13 009 



8 483 



2 802 

4 071 
156 

36 
1 008 

5 370 
60 366 

596 




(2 716) 
2 716 



■0- 



7 466 



2 803 
7 

1 213 
1 181 
119 
173 

1 193 

2 903 
29 025 

316 

1 642 
48 041 



51 959 

-0- 
51 959 

S 51 959 



^Year^ended^Dectniber 3U 1975 

University 
Library 

ManageniGnt Brasenose II I.F.L*A, 

S tudx.Of ficg Conference Conff r^nce 



$ 81 


Ilk 




$ 


• 


$249 


774 


$235 431 








10 


513 


10 


513 


98 186 


26 


347 








26 


347 


17 383 


20 


000 








20 


000 


15 000 












28 


934 




1 


710 








1 


710 


980 


2 


788 








2 


788 








51 








51 




132 


619 


51 


10 


513 


^— 
340 


117 


366 980 


5 


000 








25 


475 


15 000 
















362 
















23 367 








36 


575 


36 


575 


110 124 


8 


824 








20 


110 


15 679 




996 










996 


564 




777 










784 


1 233 


4 


826 








8 


841 


11 104 


3 


657 








8 


909 


5 798 




666 










941 


1 074 


2 


933 








3 


142 


I 843 


18 


495 








20 


696 


22 918 




401 










401 




4 


265 








12 


538 


11 125 


68 


835 








158 


226 


125 282 


4 


354 








5 


266 


4 612 


1 


805 








1 


805 


576 




.410 








10 


805 


10 506 


131 


244 




36 


575 


,315 


510 


362 167 


1 


375 


51 


(26 


062) 


24 


607 


4 813 


6 


979 


3 748 


26 


062 


39 


505 


30 089 


' ^ 8 


354 


3 799 




-0- 


a 


1 12 


34 902 
















4 C03 


g, 8,„ 






$ 


-Q- 


s §4 ua 





Tocal 



Year ended 
Total ' 
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES 



PROOF OF CASH 
YEAR ENDED DECEMER 31, 1975 



CASH BALA^ICE, beginnins ^^^^ 

ADD - Excess of receipts over (under) disbursemencs: 
Special programs for which the Association 

is accountable to the grantors 24 607 

General Operating Fund 26 989 

Foreign Newspaper Microfilm Project Agency Fund (26 177) 

Chinese Center Ravolvlng Fund 70 032 

Payroll taxes fourth quarter 1975 paid January 1976 ___2^ 

^ ' ~ 542 299 

LESS * Payroll taxes fourth quarter 1974 paid January 1975 ^ 57J 

CASH BALANCE, ending $539 7Jfl 
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Minutes of the meetings of the Association of 
Research Libraries are published semianiuially ^ Sub- 
scription rates for U.S.A. and possessions are $10.00 
a year; $5,00 an issue (foreign: $11.20 a year; $6.20 
an issue). Checks should be made payable to the 
Association of Research Libraries, 1527 New Hampshire 
Avenue, N. W, , Washington, D. C 20O36. 



AjtsoeiAlion of Bji^mith LibmriM. 

MiRutei of the meeting. 1^-^ 
Dfc. 1932- 

Subject indaiE. 



1054. 1 v. 

ZC73.A84 5CMaQ4C 
XJbrBFy of CoDgms ili 



These Minutes are printed on a stable and enduring paper. 
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